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ABSTRACT
Paul R. Rickert. EXAMINING CRIME AMONG COLLEGE-AGED CHRISTIANS:
ARE CHRISTIAN RELIGIOUS BELIEFS ASSOCIATED WITH LOW LEVELS OF
CRIMINAL ACTIVITY? (Under the direction of Dr. Judy Shoemaker) School of
Education, December 2012.

The purpose of this correlational study into crime among college-aged Christians in the
United States is to determine if indicating higher levels of Christian spiritual growth is
associated with lower levels of criminal behavior. A convenience sample of college aged
Christians was given an online survey to measure self-reported criminality measured by
the United States Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) Uniform Crime Reports Part I
and Part II and self-reported religious convictions as measured by Bufford et al.’s Christlike Spiritual Growth Scale. This quantitative study then analyzed data generated from 57
respondents and found that reporting higher rates of Christ-like spiritual growth was
negatively correlated to reporting lower rates of law violating behaviors, but only
slightly.
Descriptors: Christian, campus, crime, Christ-like spiritual growth, spiritual maturity
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
The proposed research study seeks to examine self-reported criminal behavior in
accordance with the FBI’s Uniform Crime Report (UCR) Part I and Part II offenses and
self-reported religious beliefs of Christian college-aged students in the Southeastern
United States. This study therefore proposes to survey students in two areas: spiritual
maturity as measured by Bufford’s Christ-like Spiritual Growth Scale (2004) and UCR
crimes committed in the previous 12 months. The UCR is divided into two sections: Part
I Offenses and Part II Offenses. Part I Offenses consist of eight major crimes. The first
four crimes are crimes against persons and include murder/non-negligent manslaughter,
forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault (UCR Reporting Handbook, 2004). The
second four crimes are crimes against property and include burglary, larceny-theft,
motor-vehicle theft and arson (UCR Reporting Handbook, 2004). All of the Part I
Offenses are felonies.
The UCR Part II Offenses include: simple assaults, forgery and counterfeiting,
fraud, embezzlement, stolen property offenses, vandalism, weapons offenses, prostitution
and commercialized vice, sex offenses (except rape and prostitution), drug abuse
violations, gambling, offenses against the family and children, driving under the
influence, liquor laws, drunkenness, disorderly conduct, vagrancy, all other offenses
(except traffic), suspicion, curfew and loitering laws (juveniles only) and runaways
(juveniles only) (UCR Reporting Handbook, 2004). Three of the Part II Offenses,
suspicion, and the two juvenile offenses, curfew/loitering violations and runaways, will
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not be utilized in this study as they are not appropriate1 given the focus of this research.
Background
The idea of studying criminal behavior is not new. The systematic examination
arguably began with Cesare Lombroso in the late 19th century, though Franz Gall was
generating theories in the 19th century without methodically testing them (Schmalleger,
2007). Even famed statistician Karl Pearson examined crimes in the context of alcohol
use in 1909 (Barrington, Pearson & Heron, 1910). Studying crimes in the college or
university context is a relatively recent occurrence. In 1978 McPheters began the now
common trend of studying crime in the specific college or university campus
environment. With over 18.2 million college students enrolled in colleges and
universities throughout the United States in 2007, there has been a dramatic increase in
enrollments since McPheters’ research occurred when only 11.2 million students were in
college (Digest of Educational Statistics: 2008, 2008). After tragic events such as the
shootings at Virginia Tech, Northern Illinois University, Louisiana Technical College,
and others, attention is heavily focused on campus safety with goal to strengthen
emergency management planning in the areas of “prevention-mitigation, preparedness,
response, and recovery” (Creating Emergency Management Plans, 2006, p. 1). Prior to
that, research was largely focused on the types of crimes that occur on campus with
subsequent discussion and advocacy of law and policy towards creating a safer and more
secure environment for learning to take place.
An Overview of Crime on Campuses
It is well-documented that the majority of crimes on campuses are property crimes
1

The juvenile offenses were not considered appropriate because they are status offenses. While they may
indicate a general disregard for authority, the demographic being studied is college-aged, which is typically
though to begin at legal adulthood in the U.S., age 18.
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(Henson & Stone, 1999; Smith, 1989; Sloan, 1994; Fox & Hellman, 1985; Bureau of
Justice Statistics, 2005; Barnes, 2009). The U.S. Department of Education (DOE)
reported the summary crime statistics for the period of 2005 to 2007 yielding the same
result; the majority of incidents are property crimes. Burglaries alone accounted for over
32,000 incidents on campuses in 2007, dropping from 37,800 only two years prior. The
most prevalent crime against persons was aggravated assault, which dropped from 5,943
in 2005 to 5,217 in 2007 (DOE, n.d.).
While campuses are relatively safe environments compared to national and local
statistics (McPheters, 1978; Fox & Hellman, 1985; Janosik, 2001; Barnes 2009), campus
crime is nonetheless an important concern. Janosik (2001) mentions some consider
campus safety reporting to be akin to “truth in advertising” or “consumer protection”
legislation” (p. 349). He further adds that the purpose of reporting is to make campus
community members more aware of the “real risks to their personal safety” and will
hence, adjust their behavior appropriately (2001, p. 349). Given the research on Janosik’s
(2001) notion of the “real risks to their personal safety” (p. 349), it might seem this goal
is misplaced since it would suggest students and others ought to behave in a less safety
conscious manner on campus given the relative safety when compared to crime rates of
cities and counties campuses are located within. While knowledge certainly can influence
behavior, belief impacts the way knowledge is interpreted and subsequently evaluated.
While many areas have been studied in relation to analyzing and deterring campus crime,
one area that is non-existent in the literature is the role student religious beliefs play in
campus criminal activity.
Campuses and Morphing Deviance
A review of campus promotional literature and websites demonstrates most
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modern colleges and universities seek to manufacture a diverse campus. While this
certainly has some benefits, one resulting problem, according to Durkheim (1982), is
differences bring about occasion for a change in types of crime. He writes,
Crime… consists of an act that offends certain very strong collective
sentiments. In a society in which criminal acts are no longer committed,
the sentiments they offend would have to be found without exception in all
individual consciousnesses, and they must be found to exist with the same
degree as sentiments contrary to them. (p. 67)
Durkheim’s concept of organic solidarity clarifies what keeps a given social group
together is not their similarities, but their differences. Thus, collective sentiments in a
diverse society must be less commonly held or less collectivized within society as a
whole. So as society becomes more diverse, the range of commonly accepted normal
behavior widens. Durkheim argues crime is normal and it functions in an important way
to reassert the collective sentiments against such behaviors (Durkheim, 1982). This
research will take a distinctively natural law approach to criminality, contra Durkheim,
that mala en se offenses are acts wrong in and of themselves and not simply emanations
from collective sentiments such as we think act x is wrong and therefore should be
criminalized.
The legal concepts of mala en se and mala prohibita reflect jurisprudential
notions of an act being evil (or bad) in and of itself, or evil (or bad) because the act is
prohibited by societal law, respectively (Garland, 2012). These ideas reflect historic
understandings of natural law as compared to societal law. Acts which are mala en se are
wrong no matter what, regardless of prohibition by a government. A guiding example is
that of murder; natural law theorists accept murder is inherently wrong even in the
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absence of any human law prohibiting it because it unjustifiably steals the life of another
person. It is on the Natural Law basis the War Crimes tribunal at Nuremburg was
conducted after World War II. German law under Hitler allowed for the extermination of
the Jews, gypsies, homosexuals, and other perceived undesirables. Durkheim sees law as
functional within a society. Barmaki (2008) writes, “in the work of Durkheim, morality
appears as: (1) regulation expressed in imperative law, which demands complete
obedience from individuals (obligatory); and (2) a social ideal to which individuals aspire
(the ‘good’)” (p. 51). Durkheim sees moral authority as, “society’s stock of fundamental
moral values” (2008, p. 52). Barmaki also discusses Durkheim’s evolutionary notion of
morality and says it:
. . . results in his moral relativism: a society in its various stages of evolution
possesses different, and increasingly multiple, forms of morality, all of which are
natural and just. This is why he dismisses all claims to philosophical-ethical
absolution as certain historically-specific principles raised to the level of
universality. (p. 53)
Durkheim would not have presented a universal philosophical or jurisprudential
basis for the War Crimes tribunals at Nuremburg, but only a subjective basis as one
society was judging another; not by some universal norm (in Durkheim concept), but by
another (more advanced?) society’s legal policies based in a different and distinct moral
evolution.
Durkheim also argues as some crimes lessen, avenues for new crimes become
realized and thus laws and policies merely refocus social consensus. He writes,
“assuming that this condition could actually be realized, crime would not thereby
disappear; it would only change its form, for the very cause which would thus dry up the
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sources of criminality would immediately open up new ones” (1982, p. 57). Daniel
Patrick Moynihan (1993) describes this process as “defining deviancy down” (p. 19). He
notes:
. . . over the past generation . . . the amount of deviant behavior in
American society has increased beyond the levels that the community can
“afford to recognize” and that, accordingly, we have been re-defining
deviancy so as to exempt much conduct previously stigmatized, and also
quietly raising the “normal” level in categories where behavior is now
abnormal by any earlier standard. (p. 19)
The Natural Law theorist appeals to something higher than society’s
collective sentiments. Typically this emerges as either an appeal to the Creator as
authority, or a more general appeal to some other condition of the universe
whereby people know certain things are simply wrong, as did Aquinas and
Aristotle respectively (Budziszewski, 1998). This is notably seen in the American
Declaration of Independence when “The Law of Nature and Nature’s God” are
referenced in the first paragraph as the basis for dissolving political bonds.
Problem Statement
The problem is there is a noticeable dearth of empirical research directly
addressing criminal behavior of college-aged students professing Christian religious
beliefs. While often multiple factors are indicated in research on campus crime rates such
as campus size (Barnes, 2009), percentage of male students in the population (Fox &
Hellman, 1985), urban or rural campus setting (Fox & Hellman, 1985), surrounding
community crime rates (Fernandez & Lizotte, 1995), percentages of minorities in the
student body (Sloan, 1994), types of buildings on campus (Barnes, 2009), presence of
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Greek organizations (Barnes, 2009), campus population density (Fox & Hellman, 1985),
and many others, there is no available study detailing the impact of student religious
belief on campus crime rates.
Each of these factors can be classified into one of three categories: student
population characteristics, campus setting characteristics, and ecological characteristics.
Student religious beliefs would fall under the student population characteristics category.
While routine activities and other ecologically oriented theories detailed by Barnes
(2009) are well suited for dealing with both campus setting and ecological characteristics,
the religious factor of student population characteristics is a vital component that may
have the ability to change the typically hypothesized outcomes of research studies. It
must be mentioned the presence of a strong religious population on campus does not
mean crime will necessarily be lower. Campus ecology and campus setting may be more
important factors on some campuses than overall religiosity of the student body. Given
this dearth of empirical research, there is also a lack of theoretical development and
application.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to determine if college-aged Christians report low
levels of criminal activity as defined in the FBI UCR Part I and Part II offenses when
they also report high levels of commitment to the Christian faith as measured by
Bufford’s Christ-like Spiritual Growth scale. This question is important because it is a
common belief within Christian circles that Christians typically demonstrate better
behavioral characteristics within society, tend to be more law abiding, and hold legal
authorities in high regard. These beliefs hinge on theological assumptions and the
Christian doctrine of sanctification. Christian theology teaches criminal behavior is a
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result of the fall of man which altered the inherent nature of man (Romans 3:19ff;
Romans 5:12). God offers definitions of sin (law) to clarify the corruption of the nature of
man (see Leviticus and Deuteronomy) – these are summarized in the Ten
Commandments.
The Commandments are often bifurcated as sins against God and sins against
fellow man – vertically and horizontally oriented sins. The sins against fellow man are
often understood by Christians as to be “crimes” in modern society, though this
perspective is not universal within Christendom. The role of the state is to restrain sin
(Romans 13:1-10) and the role of the church is to evangelize and make disciples of the
nations (Matthew 28:18-20). In other words, the state mandates that persons under its
authority do not do evil to other people (a negative focus), while the church encourages
people to not only not do evil to others, but to do good (a negative and positive
exhortation). This demonstrates both a spiritual and a temporal aspect to the mission of
both the state and the church. The state largely serves to preserve a certain social milieu
to allow people to enjoy the liberties God has afforded mankind; life, liberty, and the
fruits of their life and liberty. As George Mason (1776) wrote in the unanimously adopted
Virginia Declaration of Rights:
That all men are by nature equally free and independent, and have certain inherent
rights, of which, when they enter into a state of society, they cannot, by any
compact, deprive or divest their posterity; namely, the enjoyment of life and
liberty, with the means of acquiring and possessing property, and pursuing and
obtaining happiness and safety. (Sec. I)
Within the church, the point of evangelism is to spread the gospel, which when believed
and accepted, brings about a change in the condition of the soul; through the process of
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discipleship and sanctification, this brings about the renewing of the mind (Romans 12:2)
in various degrees. The renewing of the mind among individuals then brings social
changes in a given area and ultimately perhaps in a nation. This renewing of the mind and
subsequent appropriate behavior is the idea of sanctification. Anthony Hoekema (1996)
writes from a corollary perspective, in that sin has polluted the nature of man. He notes,
As a result of the fall, we are all born in a state of corruption; the sins that we
commit not only are products of that corruption, but also add to it. In
sanctification the pollution of sin is in the process of being removed…
Sanctification, further, effects a renewal of our nature – that is, it brings about a
change in direction, not a change in substance. (pp. 61-62)
As the mind is renewed, the new nature (the regenerate man) battles with the old man
(the fallen nature). In this sense, Christians are going through a process of adhering to a
second nature and detaching from the first nature. The second nature is then a re-created
nature in Christ against which the first nature fights (Eph. 6). While the new nature is
present and powerful, nonetheless, even the Apostle Paul had this battle between the two
natures within himself (cf. Rom. 7:13-25). This study seeks to determine how low
criminal behavior and high Christ-like Spiritual Growth correlate.
The Bible and historic Christian theology also is clear there are actions or
behaviors that increase the advancement of the new nature in Christ within a person’s
life. These are typically called “spiritual disciplines.” The purpose of the disciplines is to
make the believer in Jesus Christ more like Jesus Christ. Like a little boy who idolizes an
athlete and follows his training regimen and tries to parrot his behaviors, the Christian
should parrot the behaviors of Christ. However, these do not come naturally until the
second nature becomes the primary one. Rene Girard (2001) argues in man’s natural
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condition he “tend[s] to desire what our neighbor has or what our neighbor desires” (p.
8). He argues rivalry “exists at the very heart of human social relations. The rivalry, if not
thwarted, would permanently endanger the harmony and even the survival of all human
communities” (2001, pp. 8-9). The 10th Commandment prohibition against covetousness
(or envy) of things valued by your neighbor through mimetic desire is understood by
Girard to be foundationally basic to human existence. It is mimetic desire that causes
linguistic and cultural transmission. The problem for Girard is not that mimetic desire
exists, it, he says “is intrinsically good” (2001, p. 15), but the problem is, it is focused on
the neighbor rather than the Creator.
The task therefore is to progressively constrain incorrectly oriented mimetic
desires and foster correctly oriented mimetic desire. Here again the roles of church and
state work hand-in-hand. The state works to set the outer limit of constraints and the
church works to foster correctly oriented desires toward God. Most people do not engage
in the most serious of offenses, murder, but as the Commandments lessen in apparent
severity, more will engage in the behaviors of committing adultery, stealing, and bearing
false witness. Dallas Willard writes “solitude and silence, prayer, simple and sacrificial
living, meditation upon God's word and ways, and service to others [are] at the heart of
the gospel” and that through these prescriptive methods, we put ourselves in a positions
to receive God’s grace (1991, p. 4). He notes, “We are saved by grace… [b]ut grace does
not mean that sufficient strength and insight will automatically be infused into our being
at the moment of need.” He illustrates his point using an analogy of a person who seeks
to be an athlete. To be an excellent athlete, a coach would not advise the student to go out
and begin running marathons, but the coach teaches the student to begin doing the things
that will foster that ability. So to the extent that Christians engage in these types of
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behaviors, the more we should expect their mimetic desire is toward Christ and they
therefore act in ways that are more Christian and less criminal (unrighteous).
Focus and Intent
The notion the social conception of deviance or criminal behavior changes is
basic to this study in that while certain behavior may be accepted in society writ large, it
is hypothesized those within the Christian church tend to change standards of acceptable
conduct less readily due to the strength of social bonds. Therefore, it is hypothesized
those who are living in accordance with their Christian beliefs will likely demonstrate
lower levels of criminal behaviors than those who do not.
First, the law tends to change more slowly than society itself does and thus the
law has a restraining effect on that broader society. Also, Christian beliefs often lead to a
form of political action which may slow the rate of legislative change in a given area,
such as in the so-called Bible-belt in the South. Alexis DeTocqueville argued in 1835
“the main business of religions is to purify, control, and restrain that excessive and
exclusive taste for well-being which men acquire in times of equality [liberty]” (1904, p.
509).
Second, this study distinguishes the value in asserting that presuppositions
(beliefs) lead to certain evaluations (values), and those belief-laden evaluations lead to
actions in the real world (behaviors). Though these are linked, they do not function
perfectly. Felson (2002) argues it is the strength of hypocrisy within the person that
prevents consistency, while the Christian would argue that the sin nature2 mediates the
effectiveness or consistency of these linkages. Therefore, right beliefs could lead to right
values, and those right values could then lead to right actions, but it is not in any sense a
2

e.g. “the flesh”; cf. Galatians 5:17 & Romans 7:18-21
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given. On this point Tocqueville (1904) offers:
It must be acknowledged that equality, which brings great benefits into the
world, nevertheless suggests to men… some very dangerous propensities.
It tends to isolate them from one another, to concentrate every man’s
attention upon himself; and it lays open the soul to an inordinate love of
material gratification. The greatest advantage of religion is to inspire
diametrically contrary principles. (pp. 504-505)
Tocqueville saw the Christian faith in America generally restrained anti-social behaviors
and served to remove focus from ones-self and place some focus on others.
Finally, given the previous assumptions the Christian church changes acceptable
behavior norms more slowly and beliefs, values, and actions are linked, but not firmly,
the study seeks to investigate if members of a broad-based Christian community tend to
have lower levels of criminal behaviors if they have deeply held religious beliefs – or
stated another way, do those with deep religious conviction engage in less criminality that
those who do not? Baier & Wright (2001) argue from six theoretical perspectives that
support the concept religion (generally) should deter crime. The theoretical perspectives
they cite include Stark’s hellfire hypothesis, social control theory, rational choice theory,
arousal theory, differential association theory, and reference group theory.
A Christian church environment would serve the purposes of this study well,
given that often church have college groups to whom they seek to minister. The typical
university student is within the age range which criminologists have demonstrated are
responsible for the majority of criminal offenses. Most offenders “age out of crime”
between the ages of 20 and 29 (Gottfredson & Hirshi, 1983, p. 553; Farrington, 2003) so
the college-aged community would tend toward higher incidence for measurement.
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Significance of the Study
The proposed study will benefit several arenas. The examination of the role
student religious belief investigates a theoretical gap in the research on campus crime.
University police departments may learn something regarding their effectiveness or the
need for either higher or lower numbers of officers compared to similarly size nonChristian institutions. It is conceivable the campus police department may learn the more
prominent crimes are not those typically reported. Campus pastor’s offices (or similar
offices) may gain from having some research on Christian students regarding selfreported levels of Christ-like Spiritual Growth and criminal behavior and may thus find
reason to change or re-focus spiritual life programming and instruction. Student conduct
offices or deans of students may also benefit from this research as they are often the ones
who deal with problems that are typically less than criminal as they arise.
The proposed study also builds off of Barnes’ (2009) research connecting the
macro-level to the micro-level as she recommended, as well as specifically examining a
specific population of college students. Depending on the results, even theorists who only
see religion as having a functional value within society may find the proposed study
useful. Given the multitude of theories that could be used to investigate the phenomena,
this study seeks to be guided by the data rather than a theory in an attempt to grasp the
social environment first and interpret secondarily. The proposed study, therefore, has
both theoretical significance, but perhaps has even more practical significance.
Research Questions
1) What is the direction and magnitude of the effect of self-reported Christian
maturity as measured by Bufford and Hancock’s Christ-like Spiritual Growth Scale
(CSG) on self-reported UCR Part I and Part II Offenses?
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2) How does reported demographic data relate to Christian CSG?
3) How does reported demographic data relate to self-reported Part I and Part II
Offending?

Hypotheses


Christian theology teaches adherents should obey the laws of the land, respect
private property and other personal rights; thus, there is a negative relationship
between crime commission and Christian spiritual maturity.



In a population where the majority of students are Christians, it is generally
expected there will be fewer criminal acts committed by those students.



In a population where the majority of students are Christians, there will be
fewer criminal acts than in a heterogeneous population as found on nonChristian campuses.

Identification of Variables
Dependent Variable: The dependent variable for this study is self-reported UCR
Offending.
Independent Variable: The independent variable for this study is self-reported
Christ-like Spiritual Growth.
Conclusion
There have been many studies undertaken with the goal of identifying various
factors relating to violence, relating to school violence, juvenile delinquency, related to
college student behaviors, and related to religiosity in various forms, but the studies
directly examining the relationship between religious maturity (or in this particular study
Christ-like spiritual growth) and criminality by college-aged persons are minimal.
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Therefore the proposed study fills a gap in the research literature in several ways,
including adding an evangelical Christian aspect to the “religiosity” studies, defining
criminality in accordance with law rather than social or psychological factors, and
specifically targeting college-aged students who self-identify as Christians.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
Chapter 2 will address the previous literature in context with the proposed study.
This chapter begins with a review of Cohen and Felson’s (1979) Routine Activities
Theory as it relates to campus crime. Accordingly, this chapter will review the empirical
research in the field as it relates to various elements within this overarching theory.
Routine Activities Theory does not examine why an individual might commit a criminal
act, it simply assumes that someone will be motivated. This chapter subsequently
examines motivational theories to include the moral communities hypothesis (Stark,
1996), social learning theory (Johnson, Jang, Larson & De Li, 2001), and social control
theory (Tittle & Welch, 1983).
Review of the Theoretical Framework
Routine Activities Theory (RAT) was proposed by Cohen and Felson (1979) and
has since been utilized as the basis for many studies. RAT brings together three aspects
of the campus environment: the presence of motivated offenders, the presence of suitable
targets, and the lack of capable guardianship (Volkwein, Szelest, & Lizotte, 1995).
Within the campus environment, all three of these factors exist in varying models and on
different occasions. In the words of Cohen and Felson (1979), these three factors “require
convergence in space and time” for most crimes to exist (p. 588).
The Presence of Motivated Offenders
Cohen and Felson (1979) do not specifically seek to discover what brings about
an individual’s motivation to offend; simply there are those who seek to victimize others
based on the victimizer’s perceived needs. Cohen and Felson argue:
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Unlike many criminological inquiries, we do not examine why individuals
or groups are inclined criminally, but rather we take criminal inclination as
given and examine the manner in which the spatial-temporal organization
of social activities helps people to translate their criminal inclinations into
action (p. 589).
Criminal inclination as a given allows for one to consider various theoretical
approaches associated with RAT that create more powerful theoretical constructs
from which to examine issues in the field (Volkwein et al., 1995).
Motivated Offenders and Research on Religiosity
For most campus studies, it must be acknowledged motivated offenders
may be both internal as well as external to the campus community. McPheters
(1978) demonstrates campuses with smaller residential populations typically have
lower rates of crime than those with larger dormitory populations. This lends
support for what might be called anonymity effects. Social theorist Gustave Le
Bon (1895/1995) discusses the effects of anonymity in crowds through an
interpreted feeling of invincibility of its members due to the numerical size of the
crowd. He states the feeling of invincibility allows a person to:
…yield to instincts which, had he been alone, he would perforce
have kept under restraint. He will be the less disposed to check
himself from the consideration that, a crowd being anonymous,
and in consequence irresponsible, the sentiment of responsibility
which always controls individuals disappears entirely. (p. 12)
Zimbardo (2007) also discusses deindividuation as an effect of anonymity. He
discusses the effects of deindividuation (pressure to become like everyone else;
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conform) and dehumanization or a “denial of human essence” (p. 312) as the two
key factors that facilitated the atrocities by American servicemen at Abu Ghraib.
This may indicate some support for the moral community’s hypothesis as
communities demand at least some level of integration, and therefore, lower
levels of anonymity. Stark (1996) argues,
The idea here is that religion is empowered to produce conformity to the
norms only as it is sustained through interaction and is accepted by the
majority as a valid basis for action. …Religious individuals will be less
likely than those who are not religious to commit delinquent acts, but only
in communities where the majority of the people are actively religious.
(p.164)
The moral community’s hypothesis also conjoins well with Girard’s (2001)
concept of mimetic desire. If most people are acting in moral or pro-social ways,
then mimetic desire would propel others in that community to generally act in
moral or pro-social ways.
McPheters also finds distance from central cities also impacts crime rates
as does levels of unemployment in the areas surrounding the a given campus.
Since motivated offenders can come from within the university population or
from outside the campus, McPheters (1978) mentions closing the campus to the
public would likely reduce crime rates. He argues the costs to personal freedoms
might be too drastic (p. 51). There also is a public perception campus officials
might need to address when closing a campus to the public as has been done by
some.
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Freedom, Security and Offenders
McPheters draws attention to the important dichotomy between freedom
and security. Freedom and security exist at opposite ends of a spectrum. Benjamin
Franklin famously stated in 1759, “They that can give up essential liberty to
obtain a little temporary safety deserve neither liberty nor safety” (p. 146). He
aptly draws attention to the fact these two must exist in a balance. Without safety,
freedom does not long exist, for the tyrant will try to gain power and control. But
where liberty is sacrificed for safety, it is often the agency of that security, the
state, which often becomes the tyrant. While noted political economist Friedrich
Hayek draws attention to the fact some security must exist in order for freedom to
be maintained, he takes Harold Laski to task when Laski (1937) argues in Liberty
and the Modern State, “Those who know the normal life of the poor… will realize
well enough that, without economic security, liberty is not worth having” (p. 51).
Hayek targets this notion of economic security as over and above liberty both as
misguided and historically indemonstrable. It is misguided because at its core it
succumbs to the “fatal conceit” (Hayek, 1988, ch. 5) that centralized states can
effectively distribute wealth and in so attempting destroys personal freedom, or
more precisely, the fallacy “man is able to shape the world around him according
to his wishes” (Hayek, 1988, p. 27). It is historically indemonstrable in that while
modern states have attempted to deal with the economic security issue, it
perpetually leads to more intervention and control of private life and freedom. Put
another way, guaranteeing economic security removes freedom in its most
important form-- the ability to succeed or fail in the endeavors in life.
Economist Jennifer Roback Morse (2008) argues numerous social
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maladies come from a demand to be free from the inconveniences of life and the
consequences of decisions. The overall focus of her book Love and Economics: It
Takes a Family to Raise a Village (2008) is an investigation into the relationship
between the family and freedom and the family and the free market. She gives
numerous examples such as no-fault-divorce, contraception, abortion, government
funded child care, and welfare programs to name a few. She argues each policy is
a result of people seeking freedom from, for example, marriages they do not want
to work on, sex acts without consequences, pregnancies that are inconvenient and
to be able to live without working. Interestingly enough, it is freedom from what
it means to be human these policy advocates seek to be free from. All of these
modern policies allegedly aimed at giving people more freedom in their lives
ultimately degrade traditional commitments to fundamental societal building
blocks like marriage and the family.
Roback Morse cites years of research that demonstrate there are oftenensuing economic and familial difficulties associated with no-fault divorce. She
discusses at length the difficulties of welfare statism and removal of the father’s
significance and necessity within the family. Roback Morse also cites the plethora
of literature that discusses the effects on both boys and girls of parent
absenteeism. Maternal absence and paternal absence each limit the amount of
supervision, teaching, behavioral, and cultural transmission that should optimally
occur for a child. Children learn the moral order within the context of the family.
Children learn self-control in this same context.
The rule of law is important, but the law should not be what is relied upon
to be the ethical basis for a culture; it should be the final barrier. More important
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is the development and training of the conscience because internal selfgovernment is fundamentally better than external compulsion by government with
respect to liberty. This is presumed by our founding Fathers. In his 1796 Farewell
Address, George Washington stated:
Of all the dispositions and habits which lead to political prosperity,
religion and morality are indispensable supports…. It is
substantially true that virtue or morality is a necessary spring of
popular government. The rule, indeed, extends with more or less
force to every species of free government. (para. 27)
One time speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives (1847-1849)
Robert Winthrop (1852) likewise argued, “Men, in a word, must necessarily be
controlled either by a power within them or by a power without them; either by
the Word of God or by the strong arm of man; either by the Bible or by the
bayonet” (p. 172). As people progressively lose their ability to, desire to, or even
knowledge they should constrain their behaviors voluntarily in order to preserve
order within society, external security must necessarily increase. This increased
use of external force by the state to compel appropriate conduct begins to erode
voluntary ordered liberty, initially economically, but subsequently through the
sheer power of the state. Benjamin Franklin aptly clarifies this concept in an
unpublished 1787 letter, “…only a virtuous people are capable of freedom. As
nations become corrupt and vicious, they have more need of masters” (para. 2).
The proposed study largely focuses on the motivated offender. As mentioned,
Routine Activities Theory does not focus on the question of who would be motivated nor
why that person is motivated, but simply that someone was motivated. Social learning
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(Johnson et al., 2001), social control theories (Tittle & Welch, 1983), and the moral
communities hypothesis (Baier & Wright, 2001) each offer some understanding as to
why the Christian student might be less likely to be a motivated offender and why they
might not be as likely to be motivated to offend. There is much literature in the field of
criminology in the last few decades, but the majority of it is specifically focused on
juvenile research in delinquency. Other research is not focused specifically on Christian
religiosity, but religiosity3 generally.
Research on Adults, Criminality, and Religiosity
Until recently, the research of Hirschi and Stark (1969) was considered the
proverbial “nail in the coffin” with regard to religion and criminality. They argued there
is no effect of religion on delinquency stating “students who believe in the Devil and life
after death are as likely to commit delinquency as students who do not believe in a
supernatural world” (Hirshi & Stark, 1969, p. 210). But a meta-analysis by Baier and
Wright (2001) of over 60 studies of the so-called religiosity-effect on crime gives good
reason to dispute Hirschi & Stark’s (1969) claims. Their research demonstrated “religious
behaviors and beliefs exert a significant, moderate deterrent effect on individuals’
criminal behavior” (Baier & Wright, 2001, p. 14). So while there is a growing body of
research that seems to be convincingly pointing to lower levels of criminal behaviors
among the religious, there seems to be very little depth regarding the situational contexts
surrounding the decision to commit a crime.
There have been several studies focusing on how Christian religiosity affects
social conformity and criminal behavior. Most of the research establishes Christian
3

The distinction here is related to the use of Bufford’s Christ-like Spiritual Growth scale. The study seeks
to specifically measure Christians and criminality, and not simply religious persons and criminality. It
would certainly be important to consider conducting a similar survey on members of various faiths to
compare results.
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religiosity is positively related to these factors (Ellis, 1985; Evans & Thompson, 1989;
Evans et al., 1995; Baier & Wright, 2001; Benda, 1997). Benda and Toombs (2000)
undertook a study of 600 men in the only boot camp in Arkansas. After a 150-item
questionnaire was administered, the authors found church attendance is NOT a reliable
measure of religiosity. They state:
There may well be an ideological bias against the relevance of personal
religiosity in criminology as well (see Stark & Bainbridge, 1997).
Empirical support for this bias appears to come from using church
attendance as a measure of religiosity, which is analogous to using class
attendance in a college course as the sole basis for given final grades. (p.
493)
Self-directed church attendance is a result of the motivators for which they are trying to
account and thus, is not a good indicator for religiosity.
While the research of Benda and Toombs (2000) is in many ways more strongly
related to the research being proposed here, there are strong differences--namely in the
population characteristic of actually being incarcerated after conviction of a serious
crime. Seventy-five percent of their respondents were under 30 years of age. So while
this is closer to college age, the majority of the sample studied is past the age where the
greater part of juvenile offenders would age out of crime. This would be found more
strongly within the college demographic, garnering support for this particular study.
Conroy and Emerson (2004) find the hypothesized relationship of religious
students to various ethical scenarios in their research, noting though the indicator of
religiosity used was simply behavioral (church attendance only). While they studied two
colleges in the south, (one public, one private-religiously affiliated school), they used
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ethical scenarios and vignettes. They found church attendance was negatively correlated
to “…‘acceptability’ of negatively-charged ethical scenarios” (2004, p. 383) in seven of
the eight vignettes in which religiosity was significant. They found classes in religion
and ethics were only significant in 2 of 25 scenarios. They also found “males and
younger respondents were more accepting of ethically questionable vignettes” (2004, p.
383). This perhaps indicates a difference between what women and men deem moral. It
likely supports the ageing out of crime concept, but it could in part be a function of
generational culture. Conroy and Emerson state their study supports the idea women and
older students demonstrate stronger ethical attitudes (2004, pp. 385-386). Considering
Roback Morse’s conclusions about the modern demand for freedom from responsibility
and consequences, this study may strengthen the notion that the family is not only where
moral behavior is learned, but in the case of traditional marriage, the wife may assist in
constraining the husband’s behaviors and improve his moral decision making, perhaps
even regardless of religiosity.
In a study that is not so directly related, Ellison and Anderson (2001) give more
strength to the theoretical argument that those who are regularly involved in religious
worship services have lower rates of violence, specifically in their study, domestic
violence. They cite numerous studies that offer theoretical foundations for this finding,
specifically marital quality and success, general valuation of family life, strong belief on
sanctity of family life and importance of vows before God, successful patterns of conflict
resolution, and their integration into faith communities as systems of support and
acceptance (2001).
Ellison and Anderson (2001) also cite the connection with religiosity and mental
health, namely that batterers are typically “characterized by moderate psychopathology,
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feelings of distress and depression, and poor self-image” (p. 273). They then discuss
recent research that supports the idea numerous aspects of religious involvement are
“positively associated with psychological well-being and self-esteem, or the sense of
intrinsic moral self-worth, and inversely related to symptoms of distress, depression, and
other indicators of dysphoria and psychopathology” (p. 273). So at least with regard to
this specific form of criminal behavior, religious involvement seems to lessen physical
violence.
Koch and Ramirez (2009) found while:
…general religiosity, measured by belief in God, strength of religious faith,
church attendance, and frequency of prayer, was not associated with violence
approval, psychological aggression, or intimate partner violence… Christian
fundamentalism was positively associated with both violence approval and
acts of intimate partner violence, but not psychological aggression. (p. 1)
They found the level of Christian fundamentalist belief was positively associated with
increased levels of approval and use of violence in family relationships (Koch & Ramirez,
2009).

Given the lack of consensus in the field Baier and Wright (2001) ask the questions
“(1) What is the direction and magnitude of the effect of religion on crime? and (2) Why
do previous studies vary in their estimation of this effect?” (p. 4). They undertook a
meta-analysis on 79 studies of religiosity and criminal behavior. The authors found the
studies all indicated a negative relationship between the two variables, demonstrating that
increasing religiosity has some negative effect on crime. They then attempted to
understand why there are so many studies that vary on their conclusions.
The hypotheses they considered are: (1) the moral-community hypothesis, which
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posits that data from various regions (compare the South with the Pacific coast) will yield
differing result based on the rate of religious selectivity in a given region; (2) the type-ofcrime hypothesis suggests “studies examining non-victim crime would find stronger
deterrent effects for religion than those studying person and property crimes do” (p. 6);
and (3) the methodological difference hypothesis which asserts differences in
methodological procedures yielded differing results. They found support for the first
hypothesis; studies in more highly religious areas tend to find stronger deterrent effects
on crime. The authors also found support for the second hypothesis, the type-of-crime
variable. Support for the third hypothesis, however, was mixed. They found as data
moved “later in time studies found larger deterrent effects of religion” (p. 15). They
found smaller sample sizes also yielded stronger effects, more noticeably when studies
included more “female and non-White subjects” (p. 15). Baier and Wright (2001) also
found as studies contained higher portions of Whites, there were lower levels of deterrent
effects observed. Based on both findings, there might again be support for the
generational cultural shift as suggested by Conroy and Emerson (2004).
Research on Juveniles, Delinquency, and Religiosity
Johnson, Jang, Larson and De Li (2001) studied whether “the effects of religiosity
on delinquency are completely ‘explained’ by social bonding and social learning as well
as demographic variables” (p. 39). They argue their use of latent-variable modeling
increases the generalizability of the study of what most previous studies have concluded.
The authors note while they found the direct effects of religiosity on delinquency to be
significant, the limitations of the National Youth Survey data do not permit them to study
how the religious commitment reduces delinquent acts. Perhaps such a strong finding on
one side of the debate over religiosity would cause other researchers to study this matter
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further. They also suggest extended research on the efficacy of religiosity in protecting
from delinquency. This idea, while perhaps somewhat intuitive to those of a religious
mindset, could use independent verification through future study. Finally, the authors
argue their study “demonstrates the theoretical importance of religion as a social
institution of informal social control and socialization in understanding delinquency” (p.
39).
Benda (1997) seems to find that religiosity does protect from delinquency. While
Johnson et al. (2001) refer to Benda’s 1997 study; they argue there needs to be more
research in this area. Benda finds “alcohol consumption, other drug use, and criminal
behavior are distinct forms of delinquency” and “variance in one form is not shared with
another form” (p. 175). He does not find any common predictors of the various forms of
delinquency. Benda did opine “peer association influences and is influenced by beliefs
and excuses” (p. 175). Benda also found beliefs are not predictive of drug use and that
“delinquent behavior enhances the use of excuses and diminishes conventional beliefs
and religiosity” (p. 175). His findings seem to support the concept that those with whom
one associates has a strong impact on one’s beliefs and behaviors, again evidencing this
aforementioned close relationship. His research is conducted at the juvenile and hence
delinquency level of crime analysis. He argues the more a teen engages in these sorts of
behaviors – in conjunction with religious proscription – the more they tend to lessen
religiosity perhaps in order to lessen “cognitive dissonance or guilt” related to religious
prohibition (p. 177).
On the opposite side of the issue, Hirschi and Stark (1969) found no relationship
between church attendance and deviance. While others (Johnson et al., 2001) argue using
belief in supernatural sanctions and church attendance were rather inferior measures of
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religiosity as it is precisely those things that promote behaviors and beliefs for which
researchers are trying to accurately operationalize. Consider how many high school
students are compelled to go to church and do so begrudgingly. They may actually
believe in God and sanctions, but may still not be motivated to appropriate action. They
lacked the ability to measure religious commitment or falsely assumed that church
attendance meant religious commitment.
Giordano, Longmore, Schroeder and Seffrin’s (2008) longitudinal study also
yields less favorable results. They remark studies such as the one proposed, are merely a
snapshot in time and little can really be ascertained this way. They state “life-course
researchers focused on serious delinquents… often emphasized other factors associated
with long-term crime patterns, such as marital attachment and job stability, or the
criminality of the individual’s social ties” (p. 99). Getting a person to indicate at a
specific time they have certain beliefs or perceptions of a religious nature are not fixed
and absolute since people change their beliefs and their associated behaviors. Growth
“in” their faith happens, so it would stand to reason growth “out of” their faith could as
well.
Ross (1994) also finds there might be indirect affects, but no direct affects. Ross’
study follows a similar pattern for the current research being proposed. He dealt with
undergraduate students at Seton Hall University, a Roman Catholic school. He
conducted self-report surveys. The theoretical framework supporting his research was
social control theory. Ross “rejects the hypothesis that one’s religiosity is a significant
independent variable among social control variables in explaining deviance” (p. 79).
Ross used a 1961 Self-Reported Delinquency Scale, which is a quantitative approach
rather than a qualitative one.
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Butts, Stefano, Fricchione and Salamon (2003) argue though they find strong
correlation, they are “unable to determine whether religiosity causes a decrease in
delinquency or visa [sic] versa” (p. SR81). Butts et al. (2003) do attempt to hypothesize
a medical reason for the inverse relationship that would indicate causality. They suggest
the biochemical “mechanisms by which religion is inversely proportional to delinquency
may be a product of this belief system, and may operate by similar psychosomatic
mechanisms” (p. SR81).
Evans et al. (1995) found religion has “direct personal effects on adult
criminality” and this relationship holds even when controlling for secular controls and
ecology (p. 211). They theorized religious behavior maintains effects over a wide variety
of criminal behaviors (p. 212). So while it does appear research largely supports
religious behavior controlling for law-violative behaviors, Meyers (1980) discusses the
concept social psychology can account for this to some extent. Research in social
psychology demonstrates the reciprocal relationship between attitudes and action, thus
“believing sometimes results from first doing” (p. 17). Research, in this way, may never
be able to demonstrate causality, but only correlation.
Barton and Coley (1992) argue in their article entitled America’s Smallest School:
The Family in favor of a social learning aspect that interacts with individual maturation.
They find there tend to be eight areas that strongly affect student success. The areas are:
“parent-pupil ratio; the home library; reading at home; watching television; homework;
absence from school; parental involvement; and family resources” (p.8). As the social
and ecological setting for so much learning early in life, the institution of the family, as
argued by Roback Morse, becomes of primary importance for socialization, nurturing,
religious training, and cultural transmission.
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The onset of cultural deterioration might be attributable in part, to single-parent
homes (parent-pupil ratio), few books in the home, complicated by little reading together
in the home, the television used as a babysitter, etc., but Barton and Coley (1992)
evidence an interesting proposition - the things that lead toward and demonstrate
enhanced socioeconomic status are also the very things that create the foundations for
lower levels of social, economic, relational, cultural status. This is complicated by the
fact as religion and morality decline, social order does as well, leading to a subsequent
increase in crime and an appropriate government response (Washington, 1796).
Therefore, the freedom from religion and morality eventually leads to an increase in
criminal behavior. That increase causes a subsequent government reaction yielding
stricter enforcement, legislation, and punishments. This, in turn, means increasing taxes
and diminishing freedoms in both the social and civil arenas.
Baum and Klaus (2005) find the level of overall victimization of college students
has dramatically dropped over the period of 1995-2002. The majority of crimes were
actually committed away from campus and at night. The problem of jurisdiction and
offense recording is an important consideration. Though violence among college
students decreased 54% during this period, not all offenses are reported to the police for
various reasons. Because not all crimes are reported, the official crime rate in a given
area is not accurate according to some criminologists. Researchers seek to discover actual
crimes committed rather than reported crimes through anonymous surveys like the one
this research proposes. This is the only current method to get at what criminologists call
“the dark figure of crime” (Biderman & Reiss, 1967, p. 1). This research seeks to obtain
information from the students themselves about their behaviors, rather than rely on police
reports from multiple jurisdictions to generate data. The Baum and Klaus (2005) study
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seems to indicate the ageing out of crime affect might be accelerating. Interestingly, the
researchers found from 1999 until 2001 there was a steady decrease in crime. Crime had
escalated in 2002, perhaps indicating a 9/11 effect4. The study does not discuss so-called
“hate crimes”, which might account for some of the post-9/11 increase.
A recent book by criminologist Byron R. Johnson (2011) incorporates a chart
entitled “A Systematic Review of the Religion and Crime Literature” (pp. 82-98). In the
chart Johnson (2011) documents a total of 48 studies specifically focused on a college
student population. The studies used several varying definitions for measuring for a
religious effect on crime including organized religious activities (12 studies),
denominational affiliation (12 studies), subjective religiosity (11 studies), religious belief
(4 studies), intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity (2 studies), religious commitment (1 study),
religious experience (1 study), and miscellaneous (5 studies). Even with these varying
definitions, in 43 of the 48 studies a beneficial effect was identified, mixed evidence was
found in 3 studies, no association was found in 1 study, and a harmful association was
found in a study in Nevada. None of these studies used what might be called an
appropriate evangelical measure for religiosity as this study proposes.
The Presence of Suitable Targets
It is almost needless to point out on the modern college or university campus the
types of suitable targets are widely ranging from victims of assaults and other violent
crimes to personal property crimes. The types of personal property typically found on the
modern campus includes: computing devices, iPods, gaming systems, vehicles, stereos,
cell phones, textbooks, and other valuable items. Many of these items are easily
4

By the 9/11 effect the author refers to the overwhelming sense of solidarity and focus on others for the
several weeks around September 11, 2001 after the attacks on the World Trade Centers, and the Pentagon
and the downing of Flight 93 in Pennsylvania. The effects may have been altruistic or might have been
related to self-preservation through helping others and hence feeling a decrease to one’s own vulnerability.
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concealable adding to the likelihood of theft. The suitability of a given target is entirely
dependent on the decision making of the potential offender. Looking at the research on
the topic of campus crimes, far more attention has been focused on one of the least
prevalent crimes - sexual assault and rape (Romeo, 2004; Ward et al., 1991; Koss, Gidycz
& Wisniewski, 1987; Kirkpatrick & Kanin, 1957). This is not to say these violent crimes
should not be studied, but simply the attention that sexual assault and rape on campuses
has received far outweighs its prevalence. Low, Williamson and Cottingham (2004)
touch on this disparity and indicate the volume of property crimes far outweighs the
volume of violent crimes.
The Absence of Capable Guardians
Capable guardianship can be anything that protects or deters the motivated
offender. This could be lighting, police presence, a door lock, an alarm system, or even
simply a sign that creates the belief that an alarm system is installed. If it prevents the
crime, it was therefore a capable guardian. While this is not the focus of the study, this is
a factor that should be briefly considered as it has implications for religious belief and the
power of guilt and repentance within a Christian community. Hirschi and Stark (1969)
attempt to disprove the notion that fear of the afterlife and consequences after death
deters criminal behaviors in religious people. Their analysis, as previously mentioned, set
the standard in sociological and criminological literature for years.
It is suggested perhaps the existence of a moral community can serve as a capable
guardian inhibiting community member motivation towards crime (Evans et al., 1995;
Ariely, 2009). In other words, it may be membership in a moral community removes
offending motivation and thus acts as a capable guardian.
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Theoretical Framework for the Study
Cohen and Felson’s (1979) Routine Activities Theory requires all three elements:
presence of a motivated offender, presence of a suitable target and lack of a capable
guardian, be present at the same time and in the same place. Removal of any one of the
three removes the possibility of criminal behavior. There exists a plethora of research and
publications discussing capable guardianship and numerous products line the walls in
stores to help increase home security, personal security, etc. Indeed, an entire industry
has been built around this one area. This study examines whether or not Christian
religiosity lessens the likelihood of the adherent being a motivated offender. In other
words, does Christian religiosity change motivations (to offend) or, less impressively,
does it stand only as a capable guardian, acting as a deterrent rather than demotivating? It
seems that the answer might be found in Bufford et al.’s (2004) Christ-like Spiritual
Growth scale. Perhaps initially, the Christian faith does little to motivate, but as an
adherent to the faith grows in his or her understanding and commitment, the belief
structures begin the impact more deeply. The Scriptures call this transformation
“renewing of the mind” (Romans 12:2). As the mind is renewed, and understanding and
commitment deepens, as individuals progressively inhabit moral communities, the faith
serves less as a capable guardian (thought it remains so) and becomes more effective in
removing motivations towards offending. Given this theoretical rationale, it stands to
reason that the rate of violation could be low and spiritual maturity could be high, but
also rates of violation could be low, and spiritual maturity could be low.
Relationship of the Study to the Research Genre
The aim of this study is to seek out if the topics discussed and any relationship is
an extant social phenomenon. Therefore, rather than asking “how” or “how many,” this
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study seeks to ask “whether.” This study is quantitative in nature. It seeks to study a
phenomenon or hypothesized “behavior in a culture or social group” (Ary et al., 2009, p.
30) and if that behavior correlates to beliefs of the actors. This study approaches the
question from a Routine Activities Theory standpoint. Since empirical data was not
extant or available prior to this study to aid in determining whether there is a correlation
between crimes and Christian within the college-age population, this research is simply a
starting point to address this question for this population. This study sought to generate a
broad set of data in hopes that it may be more generalizable and help with theoretical
clarification. The study did not conduct traditional field research as would typically occur
in sociological and anthropological arenas (Ferrell & Hamm, 1998), but it generated data
through an online survey. The use of the online survey allowed some breadth and a wider
potential population for the study, but it was not as in depth as some might prefer. This
breadth and dispersion was important because the concept of “Christian” is very broad in
modern America and can be understood in various ways and thus locating the survey in a
singular geographic area could lead to a biased population.
Conclusion
The breadth of literature related to this field is vast (Johnson, 2011) but the
research thus far varies widely in how religious effects on crime are measured. Cohen
and Felson’s Routine Activities Theory provides an overarching framework with their
concepts of the presence of motivated offenders, the presence of suitable targets, and the
lack of capable guardianship (Volkwein, Szelest & Lizotte, 1995). This study specifically
attempts to answer the question whether religiosity, as measured by CSG, seems to have
a limiting effect on offending. Other studies seem to indicate this (Johnson, 2011) as do
meta-analyses on religiosity effects on crime (Baier & Wright, 2001), but the variance in
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the definitions make this study important from a Christian evangelical perspective.

36

CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
Overview of the Study
The purpose of this study is determine if college-aged Christian students attending
report lower levels of criminal behavior according to the FBI UCR when they also report
high levels of commitment to the Christian faith as measured by Bufford’s (2004) Christlike Spiritual Growth scale. While much has been written on campus crime, recent
research shows campuses are generally safer than non-campus environments (Henson &
Stone, 1999; Smith, 1989; Sloan, 1994; Fox & Hellman, 1985; Bureau of Justice
Statistics, 2005; Barnes, 2009). However, here is a theoretical gap that needs to be filled.
The theoretical gap is in regards to a specific demographic that seems neglected in the
literature, namely whether general religious beliefs of a majority of students on a campus
impact crime in the same manner as other demographic variables are often assumed to
do.
Design of the Study
As previously noted, this study utilizes a grounded theory approach. Bogdan and
Biklen (2007) argue grounded theory reverses traditional scientific approaches stating
“substantive questions will naturally change to theoretical questions. If you do a great
deal of analysis in the field and develop these questions and answers as you move from
site to site, you are generating what has been called formal grounded theory” (p. 162).
Rather than trying to approach the study with a prior existing explanatory framework
with which to interpret the data, grounded theory allows the data to lead the researcher to
the appropriate theory, or perhaps more likely to generate a new theory. Ary et al. (2006)
describe grounded theory as focusing on “gathering data about people’s experiences in a
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particular context and then inductively building a theory ‘from the ground up’” (p. 462).
They continue discussing grounded theory methods, which typically take the form of
small populations with open-ended questions. In this sense, the proposed study is not
formal grounded theory, but seeks to be a starting point for further research perhaps at
other institutions.
Survey of students. The study was comprised of self-report survey research. The
survey (see Appendix C – Student Survey) for this study was comprised of three parts: a
demographic portion, the FBI’s Uniform Crime Report (UCR) survey portion, and
Bufford’s Christ-like Spiritual Growth (CSG) inventory portion. The survey was
comprised of 13 demographic questions, 25 UCR-based questions in Likert form, and 30
CSG questions in Likert form, which yields a total of 68 questions. The survey was
provided in online format using zoomerang.com to college-aged Christians through local
churches and other ministry contacts who work with college-aged Christians throughout
United States. They were predominantly contacted via emails requesting their assistance
to communicate the survey to their college-aged groups and parishioners. There were a
total of 157 pastors and other ministries who were emailed from diverse denominational
affiliations. The survey was anonymous and voluntary. It asked participants to self-report
in three areas, namely, basic demographic data, their recent history (past one year) of law
violation in accordance with the UCR categories, and their perceived level of CSG. It was
presumed within a one-year time frame an individual student’s mindset or level of
spiritual growth had not changed so significantly as to result in measuring effects based
on an older set of operative convictions.
The results of this survey are anticipated to allow several observations to be
detailed. Initially, the research questions proposed in chapter 1 should be answerable.
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These questions are:
1) What is the direction and magnitude of the effect of self-reported Christian
maturity as measured by Bufford and Hancock’s Christ-like Spiritual Growth Scale
(CSG) on self-reported UCR Part I and Part II Offenses?
2) How does reported demographic data relate to Christian CSG?
3) How does reported demographic data relate to self-reported Part I and Part II
Offending?
The data also yielded interesting data that may be useful to subsequent studies, to
include: (a) level of self-reported criminal activity by college-aged Christian students; (b)
level of self-reported spiritual growth for those students; (c) the relation between various
crimes and self-reported levels of spiritual growth; (d) crimes trends as related to levels
of spiritual growth; (e) the relationship between socioeconomic status and crime in the
Christian religious and social context; (f) the relationship between gender and crime in
the Christian religious and social context; and (g) the relationship between race and crime
in the Christian religious and social context. These collected data were ordinal level (Ary
et al., 2006).
Theoretical impetus for this research. From a theoretical perspective,
Durkheim posited religion impacts people in ways that make society more cohesive,
regardless of the presence of other distinctive differences. He argues religion was “a
unified system of beliefs and practices relative to sacred things… things set apart and
forbidden—beliefs and practices which unite into one single moral community called a
Church, all those who adhere to them” (Durkheim, 1982, p. 47). For Durkheim it created
a unifying epistemology – a way of knowing and viewing the world in social ways so the
world made the same kind of sense to all in the group. Thus religion brings about
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conformity to societal expectations (while at the same time helping define those
expectations), and notably law abiding behavior. It is possible the societal expectations
among Christians would certainly be stricter with regard to behavior than society at large.
The conservative nature of fundamentalist evangelicalism would serve to strengthen
Durkheim’s concept of social expectation and pressure to conform to legal norms.
The tenets of the Judeo-Christian tradition as clarified in part in the Ten
Commandments also provide some theoretical support. When people believe rightly, they
tend to value rightly, and when they value rightly, they tend to act rightly. In other words,
orthodoxy should lead to orthopraxy. This does not automatically proceed in this fashion
in Christian doctrine, as it is mitigated by the presence of sin nature, the corruption of the
will. Also, the relationship of beliefs and behavior are fundamental to Christian
worldview (Benda, 1997). If beliefs influence values and values influence actions, then
the Biblical notion “a good tree cannot produce bad fruit, nor can a bad tree produce good
fruit… you will know them by their fruits” (Matt. 7:18, 20) gains empirical support
through this research. Cox (1987) while admitting some uncertainty, nonetheless argues
“There is a link between our values and our beliefs, and that our beliefs are governed by
what we take to be ultimately real. Further, there is some evidence that what an
individual accepts as ultimately real is the result of a deep personal experience” (p. 10).
In deference to Clark’s (1968) notion that axioms (primary truths, or most basic
beliefs) themselves cannot be judged, but the systems that emanate from them can be,
deeply held religious beliefs should not only function in society, but respect the
fundamental tenets of that society. Deeply held Christian religious belief should also
serve to Christianize that social group over time. Specifically, it is expected the Christian
students will self-report lower than normal levels of crime and higher indications on the
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Bufford scale will be associated with lower criminal activity.
Procedures
Procedures for surveying the student population. The survey measured three
distinct areas. General demographic and religious or primary denominational affiliation
data was initially be gathered. Subsequently, students were asked to reveal criminal
behaviors they participated in over the previous year. This researcher was unable to
locate a self-report crime survey that was appropriate to arrive at the types of data that
were needed for this study. While many questionnaires were available, most were quite
extensive and tended to be used for determining types of prison accommodations a
convicted person ought to have; thus, a criminal behaviors inventory was been created
utilizing the UCR categories. This will be discussed further below.
An additional area that was investigated through the survey is the level of spiritual
maturity. Spiritual maturity is not simply a “measure of religiosity” as is often discussed
in the criminological and sociological literature, but is specifically oriented toward
evangelical Christian concepts of spirituality and spiritual growth. Hancock et al. (2005)
argue:
…spirituality is often operationalized as a generalized construct that applies
to both Christians and non-Christians (e.g. Fowler, 1981). Though this may
be academically appealing, and quite valid for other purposes, it does not
provide for the most precise assessment of the uniqueness of the Christian
faith… (p. 7).
It is, to some extent, examining the personal effects of evangelical Christian faith on
criminality that lies at the heart of this study. Thusly, a measure of that faith must be
employed, rather than simply religiosity or another psychological or sociological concept.
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It appears the Christ-centered Spiritual Growth Scale (CSG Scale) developed by Hancock
et al. (2005) is well-designed to measure this construct. Email permission from Bufford
et al. to utilize the scale was obtained and it was incorporated into the overall survey.
Distribution of the survey. It is recognized that because the data collection
aspect of the study was generated from a self-report survey, there are issues related to
validity that the design inherently possesses. Ary et al. (2006) write “their validity
depends in part on the respondents’ being able to read and understand the items, their
understanding of themselves, and especially their willingness to give frank and honest
answers” (p. 225). But in an important article entitled “Survey Research”, psychologist
Jon Krosnick (1999) argues that while response rate used to be considered highly
important, in the era of voter sampling low response rates are often as accurate as high
response rates. Krosnick also argues there is often bias in survey research regarding
“demographic and attitudinal composition of samples obtained” (1999, p. 539). But he
takes a “satisficing” perspective; while the data may not be perfect, it is information that
can help improve understanding. It is seen as good enough data.
Given the fact this study requested people divulge information that was
potentially embarrassing and personal in nature, the survey needed to be dispersed widely
throughout the Christian population to obtain enough students who were willing to reveal
private information. To address this, the survey was sent to 157 pastors and other leaders
in Christian churches and other ministries requesting that they provide the information
about the survey to their college-age Sunday school classes, groups, and other ministries
with which they were affiliated. Pastors were sent the introductory letter (see Appendix
B) in email form with the attached portable document file (.pdf) with the more detailed
information on the research. That email text included the link to the survey which was
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hosted at zoomerang.com as well as contact information for the Dissertation Chair and
Institutional Review Board contact information.
The initial email communication was sent on October 6, 2011. The email
contained an introduction of the researcher, purpose of the survey and what they were
being requested to do. It contained the survey letter and link to the survey as well. A
reminder email was sent out on November 7, 2011 to the same group of pastors and
leaders in the Christian community requesting if they have not yet completed the survey
or asked their parishioners to do so, they make the request to the groups sought. A third
and final request for participation was be sent to the same group of leaders that notified
them the survey would be closing so data analysis could begin was sent January 27, 2012.
The data gathering time frame was initially proposed to last a total of three weeks. The
returns came in very slowly, and hence the time the survey remained open was nearly
four months. The survey hosting website, zoomerang.com, recorded the number of visits
to this survey at 673. There were 14 partial completions of the survey, and 59
completions.
A complicating factor is students may for various reasons provide answers that
are not truthful. There is little that can be done to address this fact except to acknowledge
it and to acknowledge self-report survey research is still a commonly used method of
social research even though some answers may not be truthful. This may reflect what
Krosnick (1999) and others have termed “social desirability bias” (p. 545) though
Krosnick argues it seems to stem from memory discrepancies rather than intentionally
misleading the researchers. This survey asked the respondents to recall law-breaking
activities over the prior year. Absent some reason to remember a specific date (e.g. such
as the violation being on the respondent’s birthday, or that he or she was caught and spent
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time in jail) there may be some confusion over whether the reported criminal act was
within that year. Others may want to help the researcher by providing exaggerated data or
by giving the presumably desired answer rather than the actual one. Unfortunately it is
impossible to be sure whether any respondents answered fallaciously due to these sorts of
effects.
Anonymity. Assurance of anonymity was vital in this instance. If respondents
did not feel safe to providing honest answers, or rather think the socially acceptable
answers were preferred by the researcher, the study’s value is called into question. Ary et
al. (2006) argues it is “reasonable to assume that greater truthfulness will be obtained if
the respondents can remain anonymous, especially when sensitive or personal questions
are asked” (p. 440). To give the best assurances of anonymity, the survey with
introductory letter (see Appendix B) was distributed via email to the student population
through local churches and associated ministries to college-aged Christians. This created
a buffer between the research and the potential respondents. It was also clearly requested
those intermediaries pass the survey along to anyone they thought might have
connections with other students to take the survey. This was done to let the pastors and
other recipients know that their data would not be the only data sought or collected. Each
communication contained the weblink to the online survey at zoomerang.com.
Zoomerang is frequently used for surveys of this type and have security procedures in
place to protect data and do not track specific information from survey takers according
to articles in the Zoomerang.com Knowledge Base (2011).
While some survey takers might have concern over possible IP address logging or
tracing, simply utilizing another computer, such as in a university or local library, or
taking their laptop to the local coffee shop offering free wireless internet access would

44
easily mollify those concerns. Having recently polled three current students at the study
institution about their thoughts on surveys asking these sorts of questions, their responses
were unanimous: online surveys are far more convenient and would make it more likely
to obtain a higher rate of response.
All of the data that was collected for analysis was self-reported. There are no
official records of any sort being utilized for confidentiality reasons. No post-study
comparison will be performed by this researcher. The crimes that were reported are solely
past-personal actions by the respondents and even if identification of the respondent were
possible, the location of the self-reported incident is not determinable from the data and
therefore, identification of an appropriate jurisdiction for reporting was impossible. The
purpose of this study was not for criminal investigative purposes, but for comparison of
behaviors to the Christian faith.
Survey Development Procedures
The demographics portion of the instrument asked respondents for collegiate level
(freshman through doctoral) status, whether the respondent was a full-time or part-time
student, age, sex, race, marital status, employment status, religion (and specific
denomination if Protestant), and average family income. The survey of criminal activity
utilized the categories from the Uniform Crime Report that the FBI employs as a measure
of major crime (Part I Offenses) and incorporated other general categories of lesser
crimes (Part II Offenses) that would tend to have a reasonable rate of occurrence for the
typical college student (such a drug use, speeding, and forms of dishonesty like cheating
on an exam). Bufford’s Christ-like Spiritual Growth instrument was selected as there
were no available instruments that would gather the desired information.
Criminal Activity Instrument. The criminal activity section of the instrument
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was in the form of a 5-option Likert scale. Options for criminal activity in the past year
included, “none,” “once,” “twice,” “a few times,” and “frequently.”
Christ-like Spiritual Growth Instrument. The third section of the survey
instrument, the CSG Scale, was a 30-item self-report inventory in Likert scale format.
Each of the 30 items had a 7-option scale from which subjects selected. These ranged
from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree,” with option 4 representing “neither agree
nor disagree.”
Survey authors Bufford et al. argue this survey has demonstrated “good internal
consistency, high test-retest reliability, face and content validity, and is able to
distinguish college freshman from seminarians at both item and scale levels in terms of
their self-reported spiritual maturity” (2004, p. 2). They find “internal consistency was
.92. Test-retest reliability after one to two weeks in a subset of 38 participants was .92”
(Hancock, et al., 2005, p. 17). The CSG Scale was slightly modified for this study,
namely, one question was asked twice, so it was removed. This would not affect validity
of the instrument and require re-validation by the researcher.
Sampling Procedures
The survey utilized a convenience sample of those who received the survey and
were willing to respond to it. The researcher obtained access to zoomerang.com, an
online survey site, and placed the survey in an online format as dictated by the site.
Zoomerang.com allows multiple techniques for data entry to include Likert scales,
multiple-choice, and text box input methods. Once a persistent link to the survey was
obtained, the link and request for students to take the survey was disseminated as
previously discussed. Given the nature of the survey method, the researcher is unable to
determine an actual response rate.
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Practical feasibility. This method of requesting students take the survey was
expected to resonate well with the current college-aged student, but the low return on the
survey indicates that something went awry. The number of views (647) of the survey
indicates that plenty of potential respondents viewed the survey, but only 8.75% of those
visiting the site completed the survey, while 10.8% began taking the survey. The fact is
online surveys are convenient and it was expected the technologically savvy students in
college in the 21st century would have been more willing to participate in a study of this
sort.
Mandatory anonymity. Anonymity was an important consideration not only for
the students in hopes of yielding higher rates of return on the survey, but also for the
researcher, who was a sworn police officer. Anonymity was vital from this perspective as
crimes that are brought to his attention become potential criminal investigations if enough
information is known. One of the major factors would be if a specific subject were
identified who admitted that they had committed a serious crime. Thus, anonymity was
most important to keep the researcher from blending roles as researcher and police
officer. This was a major strength of having the survey go through multiple pastors and
other leaders in the Christian community. It made any possibility of further inquiry
impossible on a practical level.
Data Collection Procedures
Data collection was automated via zoomerang.com. As individual respondents
took the survey after clicking on the link supplied indirectly in an email or directly by
their pastor, secure servers at Zoomerang stored the data until accessed with a password
by the researcher.
Research question 1. What is the direction and magnitude of the relationship of
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self-reported Christian maturity as measured by Bufford and Hancock’s Christ-like
Spiritual Growth Scale (CSG) on self-reported UCR Part I and Part II Offenses? The
first research question is broad-based and was examined holistically. Each of the
subscales (CSG, UCR-I, & UCR-II) corresponded to specific questions on the survey.
Specifically CSG scale questions were covered by questions 39 – 68. Major crimes
(UCR-I) scale questions were covered by questions 14 – 21 while minor crimes (UCR-II)
scale were covered by questions 22 – 38. A “submission” subscale within the CSG scale
was envisioned and consists of questions 64 (“I submit to the Lord, deny myself, and
obey him in everything”), 65 (“I have turned over my whole life to the Lord Jesus Christcompletely submitting my desires, plans, relationships and future to him”) and 66
(“Active resistance to the temptations of the devil is not an important part of my Christian
life”). Data was automatically stored as survey participants entered the data via computer.
Research question 2. How does reported selected demographic data relate to
Christian CSG? To discover the answer to this question, demographic data gathered via
survey question 1-15, to include collegiate level, type of student, age, etc., were utilized.
Data was automatically stored as survey participants entered the data via computer. These
data were gathered so that a correlation could be performed to determine of a relationship
existed between variable the variables and whether that correlation was of any
significance.
Research question 3. How does selected reported demographic data relate to
self-reported Part I and Part II Offending? To discover the answer to this question, data
gathered via questions 1-15, to include collegiate level, type of student, age, etc., were
gathered so selected demographic variables could be compared to the UCR-I and UCR-II
variables so as to determine if any significant relationship between the two variables
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could be determined.
Data Analysis Procedures
Data analysis procedures included data cleaning -- any conflicting or missing data
were removed from the dataset. Specifically, 2 of the 59 responses were removed. Data
coding was a simple procedure whereby four questions needed to have their answers
reverse-scored. When the data were downloaded from Zoomerang.com, the values were
imported into Microsoft Excel. Coding happened in that environment as changing
appropriate data was fairly rapid and navigation among the data was straightforward
within that software. Columns within Excel were created for new variables. These
variables included sums of the various data. Each data point in the UCR instrument had a
numerical value between 1 (never committed this act in the prior year) to 5 (frequently
committed this act in the prior year). A given respondent obtained an overall score
between 25 and 125 for the UCR data. Also calculated was a sum of UCR-I (Major
Crime) data (minimum score of 8 and maximum score of 40), the sum of UCR-II (Minor
Crime) data (minimum score of 17 and maximum score of 85), a mean score for UCR
data, and mean scores for Major and Minor UCR data (all three of these ranged between
1 and 5).
Major crimes as described by the UCR Part I offenses were measured by
questions 14-21 on the survey. Minor criminality was measured by UCR Part II offenses
comprised by questions 22-38. The CSG component of the survey was comprised by
questions 39-68. Each of these 30 questions was based on a 7-point Likert Scale ranging
from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree) with 4 being a neutral answer (Neither
Agree nor Disagree). The level of Christ-like Spiritual Growth was simply calculated
based on the values of the answers given. There were four questions, which were reverse-
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scored. A CSG mean score could also be calculated which could range from 1 to 7.
Statistical procedures
After data cleaning, data frequencies were examined to determine normality of the
data. Using the one-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnoff test for normality on several variables
(to include gender, age, marital status, employment status, whether respondents indicated
they were “Born Again”, “Fundamentalist”, or “Evangelical”, major & minor criminality,
overall criminality, and submission) indicated that a hypothesis of normal distribution
should be rejected as the gathered data was not normally distributed (D(57) = 2.80, 1.08,
3.54, 1.89, 4.04, 2.66, 3.78, 3.75, 2.49, 2.52, and .98, p > .05, respectively) (Corder &
Foreman, 2009). This test did indicate that the variables “Spiritual Growth” (calculated
by summing the values of responses to questions 39-68) and “Mean CSG” (the mean of
the responses to questions 39 – 68) were within acceptable range (D(57) = .869, p > .05;
D(57) = .838, p > .05) (Corder & Foreman, 2009).
Skewness and kurtosis were also examined using SPSS. Age was found to be bimodal, with high frequencies at 22 and 25 and older. Skewness = -.26 which approaches
symmetricality, but it was found to be platykurtic but not to a statistically significant
level which was calculated by dividing the Kurtosis (-.934) by the Standard Error of
kurtosis (.623) yielding a 1.49 as a result. This is less that the statistical cutoff for
significance of kurtosis of 1.96 and therefore presumed to be normally distributed
(Cramer & Howitt, 2004). Other variables that were only mildly skewed included sex,
employment status, and whether respondents considered themselves “Fundamentalist”
(skewness = .254, -.130, & -.108 respectively). The test for kurtotic significance failed
only with employment status. For this variable, kurtosis = -.984; standard error of
kurtosis = .623, yielding a 1.58 which is less than the 1.96 cutoff and therefore not
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significantly kurtotic to reject a hypothesis of normality. Thus of the examined variables,
only two met skewness and kurtosis tests for normality. The one-sample KolmogorovSmirnoff test for normality indicated variables “Spiritual Growth” and “Mean CSG” were
normal, but skewness and kurtosis computations were not within ranges to accept the
variable data as normally distributed. While two variables were considered normal by the
skewness and kurtosis calculations, it was assumed that the data are not normally
distributed, and therefore only non-parametric analyses would be appropriate.
As only non-parametric analyses are appropriate for this data, tests such as
Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation Coefficient, t-tests, ANOVA and other statistical
tests are not usable (Howell, 2008). The reason for this is that parametrical tests make the
assumption of normality in the data, which is not the current case. As such nonparametric approaches, which do not assume normality of distribution (Howell, 2008),
are needed. The one disadvantage that these analyses have is that they have “lower power
relative to the corresponding parametric test” (Howell, 2008, p. 495). Howell (2008)
indicates that a major advantage with non-parametric analyses is that they are not
affected by a few outlying data points, where parametric counterparts can be less
powerful because “it inflates the variance and hence the error term, as well as biasing the
mean by shifting it toward the outlier” (p. 495). As this study is seeking to correlate the
variable within its purview, the most appropriate statistical analysis is Spearman’s
Correlation Coefficient for Ranked Data (Spearman’s ρ (rho)). The collected data is also
both nominal and ordinal which make this method necessary as well.
Research question 1. What is the direction and magnitude of the relationship
between self-reported Christian maturity as measured by Bufford and Hancock’s Christlike Spiritual Growth Scale (CSG) on self-reported UCR Part I and Part II Offenses?
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The first research question is broad-based and was examined holistically. Therefore,
questions 14-38 (the UCR scale) and questions 39-68 (the CSG scale) all became vital in
the aggregate. Frequency of UCR offenses were compared with the overall level of CSG
to determine the direction and magnitude of the effect of self-reported Christian maturity
as measured by Bufford and Hancock’s Christ-like Spiritual Growth Scale (CSG) on selfreported UCR Part I and Part II Offenses. It was anticipated percentile data would be able
to be generated to clarify the emerging relationships (e.g. 20 percent of respondents
indicated they had committed some serious crimes in the previous year, but indicated
high levels of CSG.). Subsequently, questions 14-38 were tested for correlation with
questions 39 and 40 using Spearman’s ρ. These two questions (39. “I believe that Jesus
Christ died on the cross to take away the sins of the world” and 40. “I am convinced of
God’s unconditional, immeasurable love for me as His beloved child and my heart is
overwhelmed by this”) are taken to indicate a basic understanding of Christian doctrine
and identification with Christianity.
Second, means and standard deviations were calculated for selected subscales on
both instruments (UCR-I, UCR-II, & Submission subscales). These subscales include
comparisons of major (questions 14-21) and minor criminality (questions 22-38) to the
CSG scale. These two variables were compared using Spearman’s ρ to determine the
relationship between the variables. Next, the subscales of major and minor criminality
were compared to a “submission” subscale from the CSG which consists of questions 64
(I submit to the Lord, deny myself, and obey him in everything), 65 (I have turned over
my whole life to the Lord Jesus Christ-completely submitting my desires, plans,
relationships and future to him) and 66 (Active resistance to the temptations of the devil
is not an important part of my Christian life). These variables were tested using
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Spearman’s ρ to see if there existed a relationship between Christian submission and
criminality.
Research question 2. How does reported demographic data relate to Christian
CSG? Research question three seeks to answer the question “How does reported
demographic data relate to Christian CSG?” To discover the answer to this question,
Spearman’s ρ was utilized. Specific demographic data included: collegiate level, type of
student, age, gender, marital status, employment status, frequency of non-compulsory
attendance at religious functions, whether the respondent says he or she is “born again”,
whether the respondent says he or she is a “fundamentalist”, whether the respondent says
that he or she is an “evangelical”, how frequently the respondent engages in voluntary
religious functions, and income level (questions 1-15). Other demographic features such
as household income and racial identification, though gathered, were not used in this
research. Also, it was anticipated given the chosen environment, that the majority of
respondents would consider themselves Protestants on question 8. Therefore, a specific
analysis of Protestant denomination was undertaken to determine if there seem to be any
trends within Protestantism. There were 19 sub-categories under Protestantism covering a
broad range of doctrinal viewpoints. It was hoped that each of these potential answers
(question 8.i.1 – 8.i.19) could be cross-tabbed with CSG (questions 39-68), but the lack
of variation in the respondents’ denominational affiliation made this impractical - 80% of
the respondents signified the more broad category of “Protestant” or the specific
denomination “Baptist.”
Research question 3. How does reported demographic data relate to selfreported Part I and Part II Offending? The fourth research question sought to discover
“How does reported demographic data relate to self-reported Part I and Part II

53
Offending?” To discover the answer to this question, Spearman’s ρ was again utilized.
Specific demographic data, to include collegiate level, type of student, age, gender,
marital status, employment status, religious affiliation and denomination, frequency of
non-compulsory attendance at religious functions, whether the respondent says he or she
is “born again”, whether the respondent says he or she is a “fundamentalist”, and whether
the respondent says that he or she is an “evangelical. It was anticipated given the chosen
environment, the majority of respondents would consider themselves Protestants on
question 8. Therefore, a specific analysis of Protestant denomination was undertaken to
determine if there were any trends within Protestantism. There were 19 sub-categories
under Protestantism covering a broad range of doctrinal viewpoints. It was initially
desired to attempt to determine if variations in doctrinal views from various Christian
denominations varied differently from other denominations. As mentioned above, the
lack of variation in the respondents’ denominational affiliation made this impractical as
such a large percentage of respondents (80%) signified the more broad category of
“Protestant” or the specific denomination “Baptist.”
Reliability
Joppe (2000) defines reliability as:
…The extent to which results are consistent over time and an accurate
representation of the total population under study is referred to as reliability and if
the results of a study can be reproduced under a similar methodology, then the
research instrument is considered to be (as quoted in Golafshani, 2003, p. 598).
It is assumed, given the common use of the UCR measures of crime (and
supporting definitions provided for the respondents) by the FBI and other sources that
this broadly used and accepted research tool is a reliable measure of general crime. The
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FBI reports that the “UCR Program is a nationwide, cooperative statistical effort of
nearly 18,000 city, university and college, county, state, tribal, and federal law
enforcement agencies voluntarily reporting data on crimes brought to their attention”
(FBI – Summary UCR, 2010) and it has been in existence in various forms since 1930.
The CSG scale has demonstrated reliability and consistency according to Bufford (2007)
with “Internal consistency alpha = .94; Test-retest coefficient = .92.”
Credibility. Lincoln & Guba (1985) state one way to demonstrate credibility is
through the process of triangulation. Essentially this means enough reference points
allows a researcher to conclude, based on similarity of data, the collected data is credible.
More data points will typically increase the likelihood the data is credible. “Different
sources” yielding “the same information” (p. 305) is the legal equivalent of multiple
witnesses to an event. This study sought as many independent sources within the
population as possible to increase the probability the respondents were describing similar
personal phenomena and behaviors. However, using “different data collection modes
…or different designs” can improve triangulation, and hence improve credibility (Lincoln
& Guba, 1985, p. 306). As this study is intentionally foundational, further studies with
varying designs and collection modes would be recommended at a future date.
Generalizability. One of the difficulties this study has is its sampling method. A
second difficulty is a relatively small sample (n=57). All respondent data utilized in this
study indicated that they were Christians, but Christian behavior is certainly not
consistent as the data gathered demonstrate. “By describing a phenomenon in sufficient
detail one can begin to evaluate the extent to which the conclusions drawn are
transferable to other times, settings, situations, and people” (Cohen & Crabtree, 2006). It
was anticipated after data collection was completed, the relationship and non-relationship
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between the variables would allow for detailed description as far as is possible with
ordinal data. Follow up studies based on the results of this study would be advisable to
assist in establishing transferability.
Dependability. The purpose of dependability is to “demonstrate that the research
findings are consistent and could be repeated” (Cohen & Crabtree, 2006). To this end,
external auditing has been suggested as a method to evaluate the accuracy and whether or
not the data support the findings. Given that this study is suggested for a dissertation, the
fact of external audit is to some extent built in to the study as it will be reviewed by the
three members of the dissertation committee. Cohen and Crabtree (2006) also state
though there are interpretation issues that come in to play when considering the external
audit, stating:
This process may lead to confusion rather than confirmation. An external auditor
cannot know the data as well as researchers immersed in the study and may not
share the same point of view. This may lead to different understandings of the
data. How to manage these different ways of seeing can be problematic.
It seems that, again, the study will require further research conducted in this area to more
clearly establish the consistency and repeatability of the data and conclusions drawn here
from.
Limitations and Delimitations to the Study
Limitations
Measurement through a survey is a convenience sample and hence is a nonprobability sample. There may be some skewing due to distribution of the survey and
willingness of those who have committed serious offenses to state so on the survey.
Assurances of anonymity should help alleviate this issue.
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The passage of time and memory lapses as well as a desire to help the research
may cause either inadvertent or intentional inclusion of items outside the prescribed date
ranges. In the initial communication to potential survey takers the importance of honesty
and accuracy in reporting will be emphasized.
There may be some issue with legal definitions, or the inability to understand
what the researcher was asking at any point in the survey. Respondents might also simply
tried to guess what the researcher “wanted to hear” and answer accordingly, which could
lead to either over-reporting or underreporting.
It is well documented in the criminological research that one factor that is
generally accepted -- those who do commit crimes tend to do so while they are younger,
beginning around age 14 or 15 and then tend to “age out” of crime by age 25 or so. There
could be some maturation effect in the data, but the general population of students would
also experience the same effect (Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1983). Whether maturation
effects may be different in the studied population than with the general population is
accounted for in the study. The ageing out of crime concept (Gottfredson & Hirshi, 1990;
Farrington, 2003) is vital in an understanding of desistence from crime. There is always
the possibility of confounding variable, or ones that have not been considered which
could therefor make discovered relationships spurious. Cochran, Wood, and Arneklev
(1994) argue that arousal and social control theories are better explanations. Those who
have a higher need for arousal would likely be bored in church and at the same time
engage in behaviors that would likely be delinquent. They also argue that religiosity
simply falls within the broader category of general social control. Their study, which
verified their claims, utilized high school students.
Delimitations
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This study was not seeking to prove a specific relationship of religiosity
(specifically Christian religiosity as measured by the CSG) to criminal behavior, but is
simply trying to be a starting point to investigate whether there are differences within the
specific population of college aged Christians. While transferability was anticipated, at
least among Christian institutions, there are major differences among communities. It
would be best to repeat this study at multiple Christian educational institutions to begin to
develop broad-based empirical data.
This study does not seek to include those who self-identified as non-Christians, or
who were under 18 years of age.
Situation to Self
The author of this study is a Christian, an academic, a police officer, and a
researcher. Many areas in life have converged to bring about the question presented, to
include theological and scriptural exhortations to submit to the governing authorities as
they are ordained of God (Romans 13:1-5), to do justice, to be righteous. In the
researcher’s capacity as a police officer, he has investigated crimes and arrested Christian
college students with a disappointing regularity, to the point where the university police
department has had their arrest authority “revoked” by the Chancellor on various
occasions. There is also a general lack of distinction between Christian college students
and those who don’t claim to be Christians. The convergence of these observations on the
part of the researcher has led to a sort of cognitive dissonance, spurring him on to
investigate this area. Currently the researcher is employed as a professor at a large
Christian university and has access to a large number of students who claim to be
Christians.
Conclusion

58
The survey with its dimensions of self-reported criminal behavior and spiritual
growth begins to offer an answer to the broader question of the relation of a personal
Christian faith and personal behaviors. The study also can be a valuable resource to
campus officials seeking to make staffing decisions for the police department, student
life, and professional and pastoral counselors. It will allow campus leaders to see areas
that might need improvement in areas related to spiritual formation and civic duty as an
element of worldview, but it may also allow them to see areas of success. It is a truism
that one’s beliefs should inform what one values and what one values should inform how
one acts. The anthropological problem seems to be one which the St. Paul describes in
Romans 7:14–25 when discussing the two natures in man. The Christian presumption of
“fallenness” certainly illuminates a possible reason for the apparent breakdown between
beliefs, values, and actions, which this study attempts to examine through the self-report
survey of criminal behavior and spiritual growth in Christian context.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
Introduction
This study attempts to discover whether college-aged Christians report lower
levels of criminal behavior according to the FBI Uniform Crime Report Part I and Part II
Offenses when they also report high levels of commitment to the Christian faith as
measured by Bufford’s (2004) Christ-like Spiritual Growth (CSG) scale. While much has
been written on campus crime, recent research shows campuses are generally safer than
non-campus environments (Henson & Stone, 1999; Smith, 1989; Sloan, 1994; Fox &
Hellman, 1985; Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2005; Barnes, 2009). However, while
research discusses any number of variables related to demographics, campus features, or
other ecological aspects that impact campus crime, the general religious beliefs of
students on a campus and how that impacts crime there has not been examined.
Statement of Problem
The problem is there is a noticeable dearth of empirical research directly
addressing criminal behavior of college-aged students professing Christian religious
beliefs. Multiple factors are pointed to by researchers such as Barnes (2009), Fox &
Hellman (1985), Fernandez & Lizotte (1995), Sloan (1994), all of which can be
categorized within Cohen and Felson’s (1979) Routine Activities Theory (RAT) threelegged framework of the presence of motivated offenders, the presence of suitable
targets, and the lack of capable guardianship. There is little empirical research
considering the impact of student religious belief on campus crime rates. RAT brings
together three aspects of the campus environment: the presence of motivated offenders,
the presence of suitable targets, and the lack of capable guardianship (Volkwein, Szelest,
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& Lizotte, 1995). In the words of Cohen and Felson (1979) these three factors “require
convergence in space and time” for most crimes to exist (p. 588).
While there is much research on “religiosity” and crime, this author was unable to
locate a single study examining criminality of college-aged persons who claim
Christianity specifically. Researchers such as Hirschi and Stark (1969), Ellis (1985),
Evans & Thompson (1989), Evans et al. (1995), Baier & Wright (2001), Benda (1997),
Stark and Bainbridge (1997), Benda and Toombs (2000), and many others have
attempted to examine religiosity as a factor in criminal behavior. This would tend to be
seen to be incorporated primarily into the question of motivated offenders, though some
authors discuss the external guardianship factors such as the existence of a moral
community inhibiting community member motivation towards crime (Evans et al., 1995;
Ariely, 2009). In other words, it may be that membership in a moral community removes
or decreases offending motivation and thus acts as a capable guardian.
Removal of any one of the three piers of RAT removes the possibility of criminal
behavior. There exists a plethora of research and publications discussing capable
guardianship and numerous products line the walls in stores to help increase home
security, personal security, etc. Indeed, an entire industry has been built around this one
area. This study examines whether or not Christian religiosity lessens the likelihood of
the adherent being a motivated offender. In other words, does Christian religiosity change
motivations (to offend) or, less impressively, does it stand only as a capable guardian,
acting as a deterrent rather than demotivating? It seems that the answer might be found in
Bufford’s (2004) Christ-like Spiritual Growth scale. Perhaps initially, the Christian faith
does little to motivate, but as an adherent to the faith grows in his or her understanding
and commitment, the belief structures begin the impact more deeply. The Scriptures call

61
this transformation “renewing of the mind” (Romans 12:2). As the mind is renewed, and
understanding and commitment deepens, as individuals progressively inhabit moral
communities, the faith serves less as a capable guardian (thought it remains so) and
becomes more effective in removing motivations towards offending. Given this
theoretical rationale, it stands to reason that the rate of violation could be low and
spiritual maturity could be high, but also rates of violation could be low, and spiritual
maturity could be low.
As mentioned previously, from the aspect of Christian theology and the tenets of
the Judeo-Christian tradition, when people believe rightly, they tend to value rightly, and
when they value rightly, they tend to act rightly. In other words, orthodoxy should lead to
orthopraxy – right belief leads to right behavior. This does not automatically proceed in
this fashion in Christian doctrine; it is mitigated by the presence of sin nature and the
corruption of the will. Since the relationship of beliefs and behavior are fundamental to
Christian worldview (Benda, 1997) it is reasonable to conclude there should be some
indication of a process of this sort occurring. Researcher George Barna (2004) found for
most people, from atheists to evangelicals, “people’s faith does not make as much of as
difference as might be expected - especially among non-evangelical born again
Christians.” At its core, this study is attempting to begin with the above mentioned
principle found within the Bible and ascertain whether and how it occurs in modern,
college-aged Christians.
Methods Overview
This study used an anonymous online survey to gather data. The survey was a
unique instrument designed by taking general demographic data and religious affiliation
data, adding questions regarding major and minor criminality from the UCR Part I and
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Part II Offenses and incorporating an Evangelically-oriented survey of Christ-like
Spiritual Growth designed by Bufford et al. (2004). The created instrument was sent to
two criminologists with whom the researcher is affiliated. They agreed the survey was
appropriate given the goals of the study (see Appendix E). The data was gathered from
October 2011 through February 2012. The data were compiled, cleaned, coded, and
appropriate statistical tests were performed as detailed below. Data analysis was
performed using SPSS 20.
Results
The method used to disseminate the survey was not optimal (see chapter 3), but
ultimately yielded 59 returns on the survey instrument. Two of the returns were removed
from the data as one indicated that he or she was an Atheist and the second indicated he
or she was both Baptist and Jewish. The first was removed as the religious affiliation was
not consistent with the goals of the study. The second survey was removed as it was
unclear what the respondent was actually indicating regarding his or her faith. There
would be several possibilities and the uncertainty warranted its removal.
Population Demographics
The final 57 survey returns were predominantly white (88%, n = 52), but fairly
evenly split along gender lines (47% male and 53% female, n = 27; n = 31, respectively).
The breakdown of respondents by collegiate level was more varied, with the majority of
respondents being seniors, graduate students, or juniors. Age of the respondents was also
quite varied. Students indicated they were predominantly “residential” students (47%, n =
27). The second largest group was “residential with some online” (26%, n = 15),
followed by those who were “online only” (14%, n = 8) and finally “online with some
residential” (12%, n = 7). The respondents to the survey were overwhelmingly the
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traditional residential students (74%, n = 42). Most respondents indicated they were 22
years old which would be generally consistent with the number of students indicating
they were seniors. One respondent did not indicate his or her age. The category indicated
as “25” on the chart is actually the category for “25 and above” on the survey instrument
itself (Please refer to Figure 1).

Figure 1: Frequency Table of Responses to Survey Question 3 “What is your Age?” The
category marker “25” includes those 25 and older. N=56
Most respondents were unmarried, with 73% indicating they were single (n=43)
and 3% indicating they were divorced (n = 2). Fourteen respondents (24%) indicated they
were married. No respondents indicated that they were separated or widowed. Eightyeight percent (n = 50) indicated they were Caucasian, 2 respondents (3%) indicated they
identified as Native American or Alaskan Native, another 2 (3%) identified as Asian , and
1 respondent identified him/herself with each of the categories Hispanic or Latino (2%),
Black or African American (2%), and Bi-Racial (2%).
Questions that specifically related to the faith of a respondent were asked in
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anticipation of perhaps being able to determine differences in responses between
denominational areas, but the responses were not ranging enough. One respondent (2%)
identified as Orthodox (Eastern, Russian, Greek, Ethiopian, etc.), 19 identified as
Protestant (33%) while 27 other respondents indicated they were specifically Baptist
(47%) in identification. Five percent indicated they were Presbyterian/Reformed (n = 3)
and 4% indicated Pentecostal (n = 2). An additional 2% indicated identification with
Lutheran, Anglican/Episcopalian, Church of Christ, Free Churches, and Roman Catholic
(n = 1 for each denomination listed). Sixteen percent (n = 9) preferred to type in their
own affiliation, of which 5 indicated that Christian non-denominational, 1 indicated
Mennonite, 1 was Messianic Christian, 1 Assemblies of God, 1 did not enter any
affiliation whatsoever. A final respondent selected “unlisted denomination.” Looking
from the perspective of the major Christian faith perspectives, there was 1 Orthodox

Figure 2: Responses to the question “Are you Employed?”
respondent (2%), 1 Roman Catholic Respondent (2%), 53 Protestant respondents (93%),
and 2 who a specific affiliation is indeterminable (3%).
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The survey also asked respondents to specify whether they considered themselves
to be “Born Again”, “Fundamentalist”, or “Evangelical”. Ninety-five percent of
respondents (n = 53) considered themselves “Born Again” while only 48% (n = 25)
indicated “Fundamentalist” was an accurate description. Eighty-four percent (n = 47)
considered themselves to be “Evangelical”.

Figure 3: incidence of Voluntary Religious Function Attendance.
Respondents also were asked how frequently they attended religious functions
each week voluntarily and not under any compulsion. The answers varied widely from
“more than 5 times per week” to “never”. As Figure 3 illustrates, three religious
functions per week (n = 18) was indicated most frequently, followed by one time per
week (n = 13). Eight indicated they attended “rarely” followed by six who indicated they
attended religious functions voluntarily on five occasions each week. Three survey takers
indicated they “never” attended, and two indicated they attended monthly. Finally, two
indicated attendance at more than five weekly non-compulsory religious functions
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weekly. Thirty-nine of the 57 respondents (68%) attended church at least weekly.
The final demographic question asked of respondents was family annual income.
Income was broken down categorically so there was a range of values in a given group.
The highest number of responses was in the $25,000 to $50,000 category, with 15
responses (28%). The second most prevalent category has 12 respondents (22%)
indicating their family earned $0 to $25,000 annually. Nineteen percent (n = 10) claimed
their family earned $50,001 to $75,000 while 17% (n = 9) were in the $75,001 to
$100,000 category. Five respondents (9%) earned between $100,001 and $200,000
annually, and 3 (6%) stated family income was between $200,001 and $500,000. No
respondents indicated incomes higher than this. Oddly, only 54 of the 57 (95%) survey
takers completed this question.
Research Question Results
Research Question 1
What is the direction and magnitude of the relationship between self-reported
Christian maturity as measured by Bufford and Hancock’s Christ-like Spiritual Growth
Scale (CSG) on self-reported UCR Part I (major criminality)and Part II Offenses (minor
criminality)? To explore this question, several statistical analyses were conducted. First,
the means and standard deviations for the CSG and UCR scales were calculated. The
overall mean score for the CSG scale was 5.59 with standard deviation of 0.94. The
overall mean score for the UCR scale was 1.11 with a standard deviation of 0.26 (N=57).
A correlation was performed to determine if there was a relationship between reported
criminal behavior and reported spiritual growth. A Spearman’s ρ was calculated (rs(55)
= -.33, p < .05) which indicates slight negative correlation between these factors.
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Table 1
Correlation between Criminality & Spiritual Growth

SPIRITUAL GROWTH

PARTICIPANT MEAN CSG

Sig. (2-tailed)

PARTICIPANT

MEAN UCR

MEAN CSG

1.000

INDICATOR
Spearman's rho

PARTICIPANT

.

-.330

*

.012

N

57

CRIMINALITY RATING

-.331

Sig. (2-tailed)

.012

N

57

57
*

1.000

57

Note: Table 1 displays the results of the Spearman’s ρ statistical test using the Participant
Criminality score and the Participant score on the Christ-like Spiritual Growth scale.
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Next, a correlation was performed on two subscales of the UCR reported
criminality instrument. The subscales of major and minor criminality were compared to
the CSG scores of the respondents to determine if there was a relationship between
specific types of reported crimes and spiritual growth. The correlation for major
criminality with CSG score was rs(55) = -.19 which indicates a slight negative correlation
that is not statistically significant. The reported minor criminality subscale was
correlated with total CSG score (rs(55) = -.35, p < .01) which indicates a slight negative
correlation that is highly significant.
Next, the participant UCR score was compared to a submission subscale on the
CSG instrument. A correlation was performed to determine if a relationship existed
between these two factors. The correlation value of rs(55) = -.20 was not statistically
significant and indicated no relationship.
The two UCR subscales of major and minor criminality were then compared to
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the subscale submission on the CSG scale to look for statistically significant
relationships. The correlation between major criminality and submission was (rs(55) = .13) meaning there was no relationship, but it failed to achieve statistical significance.
The correlation between minor criminality and submission was (rs(55) = -.22) which
indicated neither relationship nor statistical significance. Major Criminality related to
Minor Criminality at a moderate level (rs(55) = .41, p > .01) and it was highly significant.
Research Question 2
How does reported demographic data relate to Christian CSG? This research
question seeks to discover if there are any remarkable demographic features that relate
specifically to Christ-like Spiritual Growth (CSG). To examine this question several of
the demographic variables mean scores were compared to the CSG mean score. The
demographic aspects considered included participant responses to questions about
gender, whether they were married or single, if they were employed or not, if they
reported they were “Born Again”, “Evangelical”, or “Fundamentalist” in their Christian
faith, and whether they were online students or traditional residential students. Where a
respondent failed to provide an answer for a given variable that data was removed for the
specific analysis.
Reported gender was compared to the mean CSG score using a Spearman’s ρ to
seek to determine whether a relationship existed between gender (N = 56) and spiritual
growth. There was no relationship determined (rs(54) = .03). Similarly, employment
status (N = 56) and CSG were found not to correlate (rs(54) = .00). Considering oneself
“Born Again” (N = 56) when compared to CSG were not correlated. Considering oneself
a “fundamentalist” was not correlated to CSG. If a respondent considered himself or
herself “Evangelical” (N = 56) was also compared with CSG using a Spearman’s ρ and
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was found to not correlate. The marital status (N = 57) of a respondent as compared to
CSG was not correlated. Finally, the type of student (residential or online) N = 55) and
CSG were not correlated.
Some other correlations that were found were the employment and age variables
(rs(55) = .59, p > .01); the marital status and age variables (rs(55) = .45, p > .01); the
“Fundamentalist” and age variables (rs(55) = .38, p > .01); the marital status and
employment variables (rs(55) = .51, p > .01); the “Evangelical” and “Born Again”
variables (rs(55) = .30, p > .05); voluntary attendance at religious functions and
“Fundamentalist” variable (rs(55) = -.26, p > .01); and voluntary attendance at religious
functions and CSG variables (rs(55) = .50, p > .01).
Research Question 3
How does reported demographic data relate to self-reported Part I and Part II
Offending (UCR)? This research question seeks to determine whether a relationship
exists between demographic variables and self-reported major criminality (UCR Part I)
and minor criminality (UCR Part II). Methods used for ascertaining this were the same as
for the second research question. Where a respondent failed to provide an answer for a
given variable that data was removed for the specific analysis. Each demographic mean
was compared to the UCR mean for both major and minor criminality using a
Spearman’s ρ.
The demographic aspects considered included participant responses to questions
about gender, whether they were married or single, if they were employed or not, if they
reported that they were “Born Again”, “Evangelical”, or “Fundamentalist” in their
Christian faith, and whether they were online students or traditional residential students.
There was only a single demographic feature that correlated to any of the crime variables
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(Major Crime, Minor Crime, and Mean UCR) and that was Minor Crime with the
voluntary engagement in religious functions variables (rs(55) = -.27, p > .05).
Conclusions
Research Question 1: What is the direction and magnitude of the relationship
between self-reported Christian maturity as measured by Bufford and Hancock’s Christlike Spiritual Growth Scale (CSG) on self-reported UCR Part I (major criminality)and
Part II Offenses (minor criminality)? Research question 1 indicates overall there is a
moderate negative correlation between self-reported Christian maturity when compared
with criminality in general (rs(55) = -.33, p > .05). In other words, those who indicated
higher levels of spiritual maturity as measured by the survey instrument, also reported
slightly lower levels of criminal behavior. The test also indicated a correlation between
minor criminality spiritual growth yielding a weak negative correlation (rs(55) = -.35, p >
.01) which was highly significant. To clarify, those who indicated higher levels of
spirituality also indicated lower level of minor criminal behavior, but no relationship was
found between major criminality and spiritual growth. The hypothesized submission subscale of the CSG was not found to correlate to any of the criminal behavior variables.
Research Question 2: How does reported demographic data relate to Christian
CSG? Research question 2 sought to examine participant responses to questions about
gender, whether they were married or single, if they were employed or not, if they
reported they were “Born Again”, “Evangelical”, or “Fundamentalist” in their Christian
faith, voluntary attendance at religious functions, and whether they were online students
or traditional residential students.
None of these variables were found to correlate with Christ-like Spiritual Growth.
As mentioned above, there were several demographic variables that correlated amongst
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other demographic variables. It was found that employment and age as well and age and
marital status and marital status and employment status all correlated. This is not
surprising because as one becomes older, one typically finds these in modern Western
society and hence these are likely due to maturation effects. Also when one marries,
there is a need to have gainful employment within the household to provide for the
household needs, so the marriage – age – employment linkages seem to be solidly linked.
There was also a weak positive correlation between “Fundamentalism” and age. This
could also be effects of maturation, that as one has more time to consider theological and
philosophical aspects of life that one more strongly identifies with Christian
“Fundamentalism. It is also no surprise that the “Evangelical” and “Born Again”
variables had a weak positive correlation. The voluntary attendance at religious functions
and spiritual growth variables were also moderately positively correlated. This is
understandable as those who identify as Christians often seek fellowship with other
Christians. Most surprising to the researcher is the mildly negative correlation between
voluntary attendance at religious functions and “Fundamentalist” variable. It could be
that Fundamentalists see their attendance as duty-bound and hence perhaps nonvoluntary. If might also be that those who identified as Fundamentalists also attend
religiously conservative schools where attendance at religious functions is compulsory.
Research Question 3: How does reported demographic data relate to selfreported Part I and Part II Offending (UCR)? Research question 3 sought to examine
participant responses to questions about gender, whether they were married or single, if
they were employed or not, if they reported they were “Born Again”, “Evangelical”, or
“Fundamentalist” in their Christian faith, and whether they were online students or
traditional residential students. As stated the only variables that yielded any statistical

72
significance were Minor Crime with the voluntary engagement in religious functions
variables. This correlation was weak.
To conclude, the three research questions in this study therefore yielded results
where there is a weak negative correlation between self-reported Christian maturity and
lower levels of minor criminal behavior. The data did not support that the accepted
theoretical concepts of why people engage in criminal behavior such as gender,
employment status, marital status, etc. (Conklin, 2007, ch.5-6; Vito, Maahs, & Holmes,
2007, chs. 4-6), were operative for this study. For most variables that were studied for
Research Question #2 the responses did not vary any more than normally might be
expected for Christ-like Spiritual Growth. The mentioned correlations seem to be able to
be accounted for by normal maturation effects. For Research Question #3, the
demographic variables examined again did not indicate a correlation with major or minor
criminal behavior.
Research Questions 2 and 3 examined demographic features to seek to determine
if any effects noted in Research Question #1 might be explained by other variables. In
this attempt to seek for confounding variables, and in an attempt to minimize
spuriousness, no variables of note were discovered.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION
Introduction
There is a scarcity of research addressing criminal behavior of college-aged
students professing Christian religious beliefs, while general religiosity has been
measured in several studies as has criminality. Multiple factors are indicated in research
on campus crime rates such as campus size (Barnes, 2009), percentage of male students
in the population (Fox & Hellman, 1985), urban or rural campus setting (Fox & Hellman,
1985), surrounding community crime rates (Fernandez & Lizotte, 1995), percentages of
minorities in the student body (Sloan, 1994), types of buildings on campus (Barnes,
2009), presence of Greek organizations (Barnes, 2009), campus population density (Fox
& Hellman, 1985), and many others, but there is no available study detailing the impact
of student religious belief on campus crime.
The factors mentioned above can be classified into three general categories:
student population characteristics, campus setting characteristics, and ecological
characteristics. Student religious beliefs fall under the student population characteristics
category. While routine activities and other ecologically oriented theories detailed by
Barnes (2009) are well suited for dealing with both campus setting and ecological
characteristics, the religious factor of student population characteristics is a vital
component that may have the ability to change the typically hypothesized outcomes of
research studies. Presence of a strong - even unified - religious population on a campus
does not mean crime will necessarily be lower for several reasons. Campus ecology and
campus setting may be more important factors on some campuses than overall religiosity
of the student body. The purpose of this study was to determine if college-aged Christians
report low levels of criminal activity as defined in the FBI UCR Part I and Part II
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offenses when they also report high levels of commitment to the Christian faith as
measured by Bufford et al.’s (2004) Christ-like Spiritual Growth scale. This scale was
oriented toward the Evangelical Christian tradition rather than toward a general
religiosity as had been used in many of the previous studies on religion and crime. This
question is important because it is a common belief within Christian circles that
Christians typically demonstrate better behavioral characteristics within society, tend to
be more law abiding, and hold legal authorities in high regard. These beliefs hinge in part
on theological assumptions and the Christian doctrine of sanctification (cf. Thiessen,
1949, pp. 287-293).
The survey was deployed in an online environment and the web link for the
survey was disseminated to college-aged Christians via local church pastors and other
various ministry leaders around the United States. Self-report surveys in studying
criminal behavior have become accepted methods for investigation as discussed in Brame
et al. (2004); “Researchers have reached a basic consensus about the fact that official
record and self-reported measures of offending provide useful information to develop
inferences about involvement in criminal behavior” (p. 269). At the end of the survey,
only 59 completed returns were available to the researcher, and two of those were
removed from the responses as they did not meet the specific requirements for the study.
Data analysis was performed on the data utilizing Spearman’s Rank Correlation
Coefficient (Spearman’s ρ (rho)).
The results of this survey allow several observations to be detailed. Initially, the
research questions proposed in chapter 1 are answerable. These research questions were:
1) What is the direction and magnitude of the relationship between self-reported
Christian maturity as measured by Bufford et al.’s (2004) Christ-like Spiritual
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Growth Scale (CSG) on self-reported UCR Part I and Part II Offenses?
2) How does reported demographic data relate to Christian CSG?
3) How does reported demographic data relate to self-reported Part I and Part II
Offending?

Summary of Findings
The survey instrument used was one that collected demographic and religious
affiliation data and reported criminality levels as measured on the FBI UCR parts I and II
offenses compared to evangelical, Christ-like spiritual growth as measured by Bufford et
al. (2005). The sample was a convenience sample that yielded 59 to returns of which 57
were included in statistical analysis. Respondents were overwhelmingly Caucasian, with
a near even split among gender. The majority of respondents were college juniors,
seniors, or graduate students who clustered around age 22 as well as around 25 and over.
The majority of the population was Protestant, particularly Baptist, with ninety-five
percent reporting themselves as “Born-again.” Forty-nine percent of respondents were
traditional residential students, while fifty-one percent had at least some online
component in their academic course of study. Three-quarters of respondents were either
single or divorced and half of the respondents were employed part-time, with thirty
percent were employed full-time. Most respondents (95%) considered themselves “Bornagain”; a strong majority self-identified as “Evangelical” (84%), but a minority of
survey-takers (48%) indicated they were “fundamentalists” in their Christian faith.
Serious felonies such as murder and rape were universally eschewed by the
respondents, but as severity of crime decreased, incidence of the behaviors increased
slightly on the UCR scale. On the CSG scale, belief questions seemed to score very high,
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but Christian practice questions leveled off. Specifically, with regard to questions 39-41
(I believe that Jesus Christ died on the cross to take away the sins of the world; I am
convinced of God’s unconditional, immeasurable love for me as His beloved child and
my heart is overwhelmed by this; I have the full assurance that Jesus Christ lives now in
me), respondents agreed or strongly agreed ninety-eight percent of the time (question 39),
ninety-three percent (question 40), and ninety-one percent (question 41) respectively. As
questions began examining personal practice in, for example, question 50-52 (I
intentionally seek time with other Christians to worship, pray, or fellowship; I spend
significant quality time alone with God (drawing near to Him and receiving from Him;
Because of Christ, my life each day is free of anxiety and actually full of rest, hope, and
peace) there is much more variation on answers so respondents indicating they agreed or
strongly agreed with the above statements yielded fifty-five percent (question 50), thirtyseven percent (question 51), and forty-six percent (question 52). This seems to indicate
strong beliefs are yielding only mild to moderate faith-oriented practices.
1)

What is the direction and magnitude of the effect of self-reported Christian
maturity as measured by Bufford et al.’s Christ-like Spiritual Growth Scale
(CSG) on self-reported UCR Part I and Part II Offenses?

A weak negative correlation (rs (55) = -.33, p < .05) was found between reported overall
criminal behavior and reported spiritual growth. In this population a significant
relationship was discovered when comparing all criminal offenses to spiritual growth.
When, comparing only major criminality to spiritual growth, no discernible correlation
was discovered. Minor criminality was also correlated to spiritual growth (rs (55) = -.35,
p < .01). This leads to the conclusion people who indicated higher reported levels of
spiritual growth tended to indicate slightly lower levels of overall and minor criminal
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behavior. It also seems that there is a slightly larger effect on constraining minor
criminality that major criminality. In other words while an effect was not discernible
under this study, given that minor and overall criminal behavior was negatively
correlated to spiritual growth, it is likely that it may be discernible with a larger
population. The inherent difficulty with major criminality is that fewer people in society
generally commit these crimes, so there is a likelihood of a non-coverage error here.
Major criminality and submission to Christ as well as minor criminality and
submission to Christ were not found to correlate. Mean UCR and submission did not
correlate either. This means those with reported criminal behavior are as likely to indicate
submission to Christ as those without reported criminal behavior. There was a moderately
strong positive correlation between reporting engagement in major criminality and
reporting minor criminality (rs (55) = .41, p < .01). This means that those who reported
engagement major criminality were more likely to also report engagement in minor
criminality.
2) How does reported demographic data relate to Christian CSG?
Males and females did not answer the CSG instrument differently, nor did the employed
and the unemployed. Other significant demographic variables, such as type of student
(online or residential), considering oneself a fundamentalist, evangelical, or Born-again
did not cause differences in responses to the CSG in this population. Marital status was
also not correlated with Christ-like Spiritual Growth.
3) How does reported demographic data relate to self-reported Part I and Part II
Offending?
Those who were married did not answer the criminality questions differently than those
who were single. The evangelical variable was not found to correlate with overall, major,
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or minor criminality. This means that those who indicated that they were evangelicals did
not answer differently on the crime questions than those who indicated they were not
evangelicals. Other significant demographic variables, such as type of student (online or
residential), considering oneself a fundamentalist, or Born-again did not cause differences
in responses to the UCR in this population or in the major and minor criminality
subscales.
The general conclusions, therefore, of this research indicated that those with
higher levels of spiritual maturity report slightly lower levels of criminal behavior. Those
who indicate higher levels of major criminality also indicate increased levels of minor
criminality. The demographic variables were not found to correlate to either spiritual
growth or criminal behavior.
Discussion
Gustave Le Bon (1895/1995) discussed effects of anonymity in crowds and
subsequently Zimbardo (2007) discussed “deindividuation” as an effect of anonymity. In
this research population, it was surmised that respondents might indicate slightly less
criminal behavior if they reported being married might appear (Sampson, Laub & Wimer,
2006). The same was anticipated if they reported being evangelical (Lewis, 2009). Both
categories would therefore not be anonymous, as their behaviors have a high likelihood
of being discovered by and impacting another person. It can be hypothesized close
relationships with another (such as one’s spouse) leads one to both decrease anonymity
and deindividuation as discussed by Zimbardo (2007) and Le Bon (1895/1995).
The lack of finding that married people report less criminal behavior fails to
supports Rodney Stark’s (1996) moral communities hypothesis. Stark’s idea that
conformity to religious norms is maintained by being in a community, where that norm is
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an acceptable basis for action, is arguably nowhere stronger than in the traditional marital
relationship. The caveat in this case is this is more likely true when both spouses have
similar norms. Roback Morse (2008) argues children learn the moral order within the
context of the family, and in relationship. She argues policies that weaken the traditional
family also tend to increase welfare statism. Children learn self-control in this same
context. Constraining effects of marriage on criminal behavior have also been discussed
by George Gilder, who argues in the Acton Institute’s Effective Stewardship DVD series
that “the father’s role beyond simple insemination is taken over by a bureaucracy”
(2008). Gilder continues his argument saying this separates men from,
. . .circles of giving and responsibility with long term horizons [looking] toward
the future and pushed out into the street where he often preys on society rather
than supports it… the welfare state usurps his critical role in the family and thus
renders the man dispensable, and he responds by attacking society (2008).
Gilder draws a direct correlation between breakdown of familial and other traditional ties
(moral communities) to an increase in criminality generally. As a result of this study
though, neither Stark’s, Morse’s, nor Gilder’s arguments could be substantiated here.
The negative correlation between overall as well as minor criminality and
spiritual growth supports Robert Winthrop’s argument to the Massachusetts Bible Society
given on May 28, 1849:
All societies of men must be governed in some way or other. The less they may
have of stringent State Government, the more they must have of individual selfgovernment. The less they rely on public law or physical force, the more they
must rely on private moral restraint. Men, in a word, must necessarily be
controlled, either by a power within them, or by a power without them; either by
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the Word of God, or by the strong arm of man; either by the Bible, or by the
bayonet. It may do for other countries and other governments to talk about the
State supporting religion. Here, under our own free institutions, it is Religion
which must support the State. (2005, p. 172)
Winthrop notes people constrain behavior voluntarily to preserve order within society,
but absent voluntary constraint, coercive external constrain will emerge. William
Shakespeare in Act III of Macbeth opines “He [Macbeth] shall spurn fate, scorn death,
and bear, His hopes 'bove wisdom, grace and fear: And you all know, security Is mortals'
chiefest enemy” (2012, 3.5.1480-1483). With this line, the witch Hecate is considering
Macbeth’s desire to bring about his own security when that desire to secure oneself often
leads to tragic consequences as these things are not in the hands of men and men’s minds
can scarce fathom the unintended consequences of their acts.
Stark’s (1996) moral communities hypothesis seems to be confirmed though by
the correlation found between those who claim to more frequently engage in noncompulsory religious functions and reporting lowers levels of minor criminality (rs (55) =
-.27, p > .05). It is possible that identifying with the Evangelical community has resulted
in a strong communication of norms for that community and as such there tends to be
fewer instances of evangelicals reporting even minor crimes. One difficulty that could be
associated with moral communities hypothesis is the finding, as mentioned above, that
strong beliefs are yielding only mild to moderate faith-oriented practices in the current
data.
The social learning theory (Johnson et al., 2001), social control theory (Tittle &
Welch, 1983) and the moral communities hypothesis (Stark, 1996) all offer insight that
Christian students are less likely to be motivated offenders. This was supported in this
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research. Hirshi and Stark (1969) found no effect of religion on delinquency, nor did
Benda and Toombs (2000); this was disproved within this population. This research
further supports Baier & Wright’s (2001) research which “found solid evidence of a
moderately strong deterrent effect of religion” (p. 17). While this study cannot go as far
as Baier and Wright, there is clear evidence of a weak deterrent effect. This also supports
other researchers’ findings to include Ellis (1985), Evans and Thompson (1989) and
Evans et al. (1995).
Conroy and Emmerson’s (2004) as well as Ellison and Anderson’s (2001)
findings that religiosity was negatively correlated with negative ethical scenarios was
also supported in this research. Consequently, Conroy and Emmerson (2004) found males
were more likely to engage in ethically questionable acts; this was not substantiated
within this research population because there was no discernible significant difference in
criminal behavior reported by males and females. This in itself may illustrate an
interesting effect of modern American culture. While “questionable acts” may not be the
same as the criminal acts reported in this research, the idea in 2004 there was a difference
between male and female behaviors, but seven years later in 2011-2012 there are not
identifiable differences may be an important find. An article by the National Criminal
Justice Reference Service (2011) entitled “Women and Girls in the Criminal Justice
System” quotes a National Institute of Justice article clarifying that there is a “rising
percentage of female offenders” . . . and increasing female “participation in violent
crime” (p. iii). Perhaps this is a result of a strong progressive egalitarian approach
resulting in men become more feminized (taking on female attitudes/roles) and women
become more masculinized (taking on male attitudes/roles). Some research seems to offer
a biological approach to answering this question, hypothesizing that environmental
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chemicals and increased exposure have radically changed incidence of “testicular
dysgenesis syndrome (TDS) with a common fetal origin, perhaps involving mild
deficiencies in androgen production/action during fetal masculinization” (Sharpe, 2009,
p. 5) over the last 25 years.
Koch and Ramirez (2009) noted general religiosity was not associated with
violence approval; this was also found in this research population. However, Koch and
Ramirez (2009) also note that religious fundamentalism was associated with violence
approval; this was not replicated in this population. Interestingly, this study found only
about half of the respondents indicated they were fundamentalists (i.e. adhering to the
fundamentals of the Christian faith). It might be fewer people identify themselves this
way due to negative connotation of the term “fundamentalist” stemming from research
conclusions like that of Koch and Ramirez (2009) or because of the prevalence of the
term in association with both radical Islamists and terrorism. The terms Evangelical and
Born-again do not seem to have the same stigma associated with them, but they do
indicate separate things. Interestingly, there was a weak negative correlation (rs(55) =
-.26, p > .05) found between the Fundamentalism and voluntary religious function
attendance variables. This seems to indicate that those who identify as fundamentalists
also indicated less voluntary religious function attendance.
Findings by Ellison and Anderson (2001) directly contradict the findings of Koch
and Ramirez (2009) and find those who are regularly involved in religious worship
services have lower rates of violence, specifically domestic violence. Ellison and
Anderson (2001) found religious involvement is “positively associated with
psychological well-being and self-esteem, or the sense of intrinsic moral self-worth, and
inversely related to symptoms of distress, depression, and other indicators of dysphoria
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and psychopathology” (p. 273). As many criminal behaviors are associated with mental
disorder, it seems there may be secondary effects of religion as well as indicated by Ross
(1994) – though his overall research yielded no direct effects. Evans et al. (1995)
theorized religious behavior decreases a wide variety of criminal behaviors. This was also
validated in this study.
Barton and Coley (1992) note socio-economic status can have an impact on
crime; in this study, lack of employment had no noticeable effect compared to those who
were employed. This could be because respondents were college students. This could
indicate a government policy of encouraging higher education might lead to lower
incidence of criminal behavior.
Evans et al. (1995) and Ariely (2009) found membership in moral communities
serves as a capable guardian (Cohen & Felson, 1979) by removing offending motivation.
This study would support that conclusion, but there are few mechanisms in the current
study to ensure there is an absence of spuriousness as Ross (1994) seems to argue. It
certainly is possible to argue whatever causes increasing Christ-like spiritual growth also
lessens the likelihood for law violation. In other words, it is possible these are both
effects of another variable at work in the lives of the respondents. There is though a
strong theoretical and theological argument to be made that indicates this is not the case,
and internal ascription to religious moral tenets and a personal conviction they are true
and right should lead to changes in one’s behavior through the growth and the maturing
process. This is supported by a general lack of demographic data correlating to criminal
behavior in this study.
Implications for Practice
The results of this research endeavor have yielded some recommendations for
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various practices that might connect to this project. Across the board recommendations is
to take steps that will generally strengthen community ties. So for the police officer,
while it is tempting to either go out with the shift after work or simply go home, the
implications of this research is that social ties matter. Officers should involve themselves
in as many aspects of community as possible from engaging within the school system to
volunteering in the numerous institutions that serve to strengthen communities from local
churches, to Elk’s & Lion’s Clubs, to tee-ball leagues, and organizations such as BigBrothers/Big Sisters. Being an integral part of the community allows the officer in his
off-duty roles to become better known. Considering the moral communities hypothesis, a
person’s ability to withstand temptation (towards sin/crime) is improved by religious
attendance from a young age, but that in dramatically improved in the presence of a
group of people helping to sustain morality and stand against temptation with that person
(Stark et al., 1980). The officer (as well as the teacher, professor, minister, local
businessman, etc.) can help to build and subsequently communicate that level of
community morality to others entering that community.
While some theorists, such as Durkheim, would argue that whether the truth being
communicated is objectively “True” or only culturally or relatively “true” is actually
irrelevant, Christian doctrine would indicate that it does make a difference if the
proposition is actually true of false. For example, if one were to assert the veracity of the
claim that “gravity does not exist” – it matters not if the entire community believed this
proposition to be true, but the fact that the proposition flies so readily in the face of
reality increases the likelihood, that if believed, members of the community would act on
that belief and hence not concern themselves with grievous harms that would stem from
walking off a cliff or roof of a tall building. A society such as this would likely either not
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last terribly long or re-orient their beliefs more into line with the reality in front of them;
the psychological dissonance would simply be too great to continue to maintain that false
proposition. A more robust ethically oriented example might be a society that determines
that there is nothing wrong with calling two unequal things equal (cf. Aristotle, Politics
III, 9).
Another implication for practice for police officers stems from Ellison and
Anderson’s (2001) research finding that active religious involvement is “positively
associated with psychological well-being and self-esteem, or the sense of intrinsic moral
self-worth, and inversely related to symptoms of distress, depression, and other indicators
of dysphoria and psychopathology” (p. 273). The nature of the policing arena is that
stress levels are typically high throughout the shift and the parasympathetic nervous
system does not simply revert to normal when the shift is over; it depresses to an equal
and opposite state to restore the body and mind (Gilmartin, 1986). Involvement in
religious activities and the resulting psychological benefits cannot be understated. This
can in turn perhaps undo some of the negative social consequences of the hypervigilant
perceptual set developed by officers (Gilmartin, 1986) and strengthen job performance
and contributions to community generally (Stark et al., 1980).
Similar comments could be made for teachers, professors, and others educators.
The support for the moral communities hypothesis has implications for curriculum. The
question is not so much how to teach well, but what should be taught. The current
interpretation of the “Freedom of religion” clauses in the First Amendment to the U.S.
Constitution as “separation of church and state” means that the state cannot support an
explicitly religious curriculum, nor can it be partial toward other faith systems. One
educator sought to offer assistance to understanding how to teach religion in schools and
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argued in favor of
teaching about religion in public schools in support of pluralism, acknowleding
[sic] that public schools are for students of all worldviews, whether religious or
nonreligious, and that public school teachers, as professionals, need to exercise a
scrupulous neutrality regarding religion. (Geisert & Futrell, n.d., para. 1).
The scrupulous neutrality that is being lauded in this instance is the result of a legal and
social policy that this research would seem to largely contradict Durkheim as well as
Stark’s moral communities hypothesis would lead one to conclude that the results of the
policy advocated by Geisert and Futrell (n.d.) would lead to increasing fragmentation of
society as well as a discordant moral culture rather than a more or less homogenous one
that can transmit its values generationally, communicate societal expectations, and
generally support communities with associated lower levels of crime. It must be said
though, that teaching the timeless principles of the Bible do not need to be verbatim not
citing chapter and verse. Truth is communicated in many ways. But as Jessie Wise and
Susan Wise Bauer argued in The Well-Trained Mind: A Guide to Classical Education at
Home (1999)
Education cannot be neutral when it comes to faith: it is either supportive
or destructive. The topic of education is humanity, its accomplishments,
its discoveries, its savage treatment of its own kind, its willingness to
endure self- sacrifice. And you cannot learn — or teach — about humanity
without considering God. (p. 212)
So for the educator, he or she must decide not only how to teach, but what to teach. This
happened in the 1960s in America leading to emergence of the so-called radical
revisionists like Michael Katz. Katz and other radicals sought to alter the history of
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American education into a Marxist interpretation of class warfare and social control
(Kelt, 1979). They had decided “what” to teach. The Christian educator must also decide
this.
Finally, regarding college administrators and campus police, it would seem again
that the same general encouragement toward engagement in community would warrant
mention. But it also seems that for the institution that has either a religious reputation, is
part of a church, or is explicitly Christian in nature would have lower general rates of
crime emanating from within its student population. It would be quite interesting to
examine a school that is relatively isolated through structure or geography (such as Bob
Jones University in Greenville, SC and Word of Life Bible Institute in Schroon Lake, NY
respectively) and examine the volume of criminal behaviors at those sequestered
institutions and then compare to other more accessible Christian institutions such a
Liberty University in Lynchburg, VA or Tennessee Temple University in Chattanooga,
TN. The moral communities hypothesis (Stark et al., 1980) and recent research in social
psychology (Graham & Haidt, 2010) indicate that personal belief is not of primary
importance for positive social outcomes, but the collective behaviors like worship and
fellowship are. They argue that the purpose of religion is “strengthening a community”
by “bind[ing] people together into cooperative communities organized around deities”
(Graham & Haidt, 2010, p. 140). Providing specific opportunities for community
religious engagement in worship and fellowship would be recommended and expected to
help strengthen the community. There does seem as if there is limit to the size of a group
before anonymity effects (Zimbardo, 1997; LeBon, 1995) would potentially come into
consideration.
Limitations
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One of the major difficulties in studying effects of spiritual growth as it relates to
criminal behavior is in order to get reasonable data to analyze statistically; the range of
reportable acts needs to be more than a few days. This study asked participants to
consider only those acts that were committed in the past 12 months. Where they were in
their spiritual growth at the time they gave their answers to the survey may actually not
reflect the types of behaviors in which they would engage at that level of growth; the
behavior may have taken place 12 months ago and the personal emphasis on Spiritual
growth took place subsequently to that act. This is an inherent difficulty in the design of
this study.
This leads directly to the question of starting points and growth rates. Spiritual
growth in a serious felon will likely be different from that of a person who is raised in a
church environment. The felon may quickly realize the need for changes in his or her
lifestyle and beliefs and while they may not be very far along the CSG scale, they may
actually have more impetus to change than the person who has grown up in in a religious
environment.
A third difficulty in study design is the small number of completed surveys the
study was able to generate which could have resulted in a non-coverage error (Banda,
2003). In general, the number of members of the entire population of America who
commit a murder fluctuates, but in 2010 is estimated to be 14,748 (FBI-UCR 2010, 2011)
out of the 2010 population estimated at 308,745,538 (FBI-UCR 2010, 2011) which
calculates to .000048% of the population. Other crimes have a higher incidence than
murder but nonetheless, in order to have meaningful data, a larger population is
important. Fifty-nine surveys were completed, but due to the responses given, two
responses were eliminated from the pool (one respondent said he/she was an atheist and a
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second stated he/she was both Baptist and Jewish). Therefore a total of 57 completed
surveys were included in this study. To actually have one person in the 57 survey returns
who had committed a murder would be highly unusual, and would not represent the
general population at large. In fact that response might even cause reason for suspicion of
that survey.
Due to the method utilized for dissemination of the survey (via pastors, youth
ministers, and other ministry leaders), calculation of the rate of return on the survey was
impossible since the number of people who were solicited by the pastors, youthministers, etc. is not known. It is likely the low number of completed surveys is tied to
this method of dissemination and it is likely something that can be rectified in future
research of this topic. Another associated feature is the lack of an estimated length of
time for survey completion. This oversight may have been the cause of the 14 survey
non-completions. The length of the multiple instruments blended into a longer survey
could be a difficulty that can also be rectified in subsequent research studies.
Finally, there are two difficulties regarding the design of the survey that presented
limitations. The self-report is a widely accepted research instrument that is used by the
Bureau of Justice Statistics within the U.S. Department of Justice annually to attempt to
gain an estimate on victimization in the United States annually (Maguire & Radosh,
1996). The National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) is a self-report survey that uses
computer assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) and then a portion of the phone
respondents are followed up with in person. While the NCVS uses a rigorous
methodology to attempt to eliminate both sampling and nonsampling error (Bureau of
Justice Statistics, n.d.) this survey, as any self-report survey, is nonetheless limited
because people can be untruthful. This can occur for a wide variety of reasons, but the
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researcher will likely not know in any given instance whether the reporting was truthful
or not. Likewise, this study is limited because it is a self-report survey. The design of the
survey also led to a non-randomized population (convenience sampling) which is a
limitation that must be considered.
Ways to improve the current study include reduction in the length of the current
survey. The volume of questions in both the UCR and CSG yielded a 68-question survey.
Shortening the length through targeting specific selected aspects of the UCR and CSG
would be beneficial. Subsequently, when potential respondents link to the survey page,
informing them on the amount of time it is expected to take to complete the survey is
vital.
Another method that would limit the convenience sampling aspect might be to
utilize available school resources and go into college classes to survey an intact
classroom and perhaps do this at both Christian and non-Christian institutions. This
would give the added benefit of a direct comparison study. Adding experimental and
control groups would increase the robustness of this statistical model.
Recommendations for Future Research
Some recommendations for future research include adding a qualitative
component to this research model and incorporating a triangulation aspect to attempt to
determine how respondents perceive their own behavior with regard to their perceived
spiritual growth. Bufford et al. (2004) provided their CSG scale to incoming freshmen
and to seminary students at George Fox University to see if the scale indicated
differences in CSG. They found it did so. It would be interesting to repeat this study at
George Fox University with the UCR (or a modified UCR) scale attached.
It would also be interesting to attempt to include methods to examine motivations
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for offending that respondents are actually able to identify. This introspective model
would possibly be a very long and intrusive process and it would require a high level of
commitment to the project to do this type of qualitative research. Finally, developing an
experimental group of Christians and non-Christians to compare would improve the rigor
and reliability of research of this type.
Also, subsequent research into social change as an explanation for increases or
desistance from crime would be most appropriate as would research seeking a common
variable that may explain both increased spiritual growth as crime desistence. As there
seemed to be more willingness to commit criminal acts that were minor rather than
major, there may be a social or even communal aspect to this phenomenon that warrants
examination. It would seem that investigating a broader spectrum of unethical behaviors
as well as “trivial crime” (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990) as well as UCR measured
criminal behavior would also be warranted.
Conclusion
The preceding study has been the culmination of many years of personal growth
and development of interests in a variety of arenas from political economy, public policy
and criminal justice on one hand, to theology, anthropology, and the arts on the other
hand. As a police officer, the researcher has observed actions in public and private that
the average person does not get to see nor appreciate. That combined with a personal and
professional interest in the question of human sinfulness, what it means, and how it
manifests in the modern world, led to the development of this project.
The study sought to examine an aspect of the broad question of whether and how
religion affects personal behaviors, specifically seeking to discover if college-aged
Christian students report low levels of criminal activity as defined in the FBI UCR Part I
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and Part II offenses when they also report high levels of commitment to the Christian
faith as measured by Bufford’s Christ-like Spiritual Growth scale. This question is
important because it is a common belief within Christian circles that Christians typically
demonstrate better behavioral characteristics within society, tend to be more law abiding,
and hold legal authorities in high regard. These beliefs hinge on theological assumptions
and the Christian doctrine of sanctification. Christian theology teaches criminal behavior
is a result of the fall of man which altered the inherent nature of man (Romans 3:19ff;
Romans 5:12). God offers definitions of sin (law) to clarify the corruption of the nature of
man (see Leviticus and Deuteronomy) which are summarized in the Ten Commandments.
By using a self-report survey, the study sought to not simply look at detected crimes
which are visible to the public, but to seek to discover whether there are hidden crimes
that Christian college aged persons engage in that may be undetected. There were
actually a few respondents who responded indicating they frequently engaged in drug
abuse violations, sex offenses, commercialized vice (prostitution), drunkenness and drove
under the influence of alcohol. While this is not surprising, it is somewhat inauspicious. It
would appear Dallas Willard is right, “We are saved by grace… [b]ut grace does not
mean that sufficient strength and insight will automatically be infused into our being at
the moment of need” (1991, p. 4). It is encouraging so many were not engaging in those
behaviors given the current cultural climate in America.
This study supports the growing volume of research that indicates more firmly
religion has positive effects in society. This includes not just buffering effects against
negative inclinations, but supporting effects for pro-social behaviors (Johnson, 2011).
Robert Putnam (quoted in Johnson, 2011) states “[h]ouses of worship build and sustain
more social capital – and social capital of more varied forms – than any other type of
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institution in America…” (pp. 176-177). The notion attendance at religious services is
beneficial both individually and collectively is a rarely discussed topic. But the
interconnectedness of people in their immediate social environments, family, local
community, have an important relationship to their extended social environments of state,
region, and nation which cannot be understated. The subtitle of Roback Morse’s book
Love and Economics: It Takes a Family to Raise a Village (2008) is illustrative of the
concept. The individual is connected to a family, which is connected in its own way to
other families forming local communities - and doing business and living life together has implications for the broader nation as a whole. While it is obvious religion is not the
answer to every crime problem, this study indicates religion is a possible answer for
some.
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EXPEDITED/FULL REVIEW APPLICATION NARRATIVE
A.

PROPOSED RESEARCH RATIONALE (Why are you doing this study?
[Excluding degree requirement])

I seek to conduct this study first because I find the connective social phenomena between
crime and religious belief (or in the case of the proposed study – Christ-like Spiritual
growth as measured on Bufford and Hancock’s Scale) to be personally fascinating and
theologically compelling. Even the great Apostle Paul discussed how the spirit and flesh
warred within him and he finds himself doing the very thing that he did not wish to (cf.
Romans 7:14-20). There is also a very practical side to the proposed study. The proposed
study will benefit several arenas. The examination of the role student religious belief
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closes a theoretical gap in the research on campus crime generally. The police
departments may learn something regarding their effectiveness on Christian campuses or
regarding the need for either higher or lower numbers of officers compared to similarly
sized institutions. Also it is conceivable that campus police departments may learn that
the more prominent crimes are not those that typically are reported. Campus pastor’s
offices (or similar offices) may gain from having some research on the specific student
body regarding self-reported levels of Christ-like Spiritual Growth and criminal behavior
and may thus find reason to change or re-focus spiritual life programming and
instruction. Student conduct offices or deans of students may also benefit from this
research as they are often the ones who deal with problems as they arise that are typically
less than criminal. It is possible that the researcher will conduct further investigations into
this area and it is likely that articles or other publications may follow to highlight the
research.
B.

SPECIFIC PROCEDURES TO BE FOLLOWED

●

The study includes an anonymous questionnaire that will be distributed in online

format to study participants via local church pastoral contacts in college age classes. The
researcher will send a packet of informational sheets to the pastoral contact at several
churches in the south and southeastern United States. The informational sheets will
provide information about the study, to include the Background of the Study, Risks and
Benefits of participation, the Confidentiality statement, the Voluntary Nature of the
Study, and Contact information as well as referral to their pastor or trusted spiritual
advisor in case, as a result of this study, an awareness of stress may occur with the
participants. Information sheet recipients who wish to participate are directed to the
appropriate weblink to complete the questionnaire, and as such it is entirely voluntary and
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anonymous. The Confidentiality Statement and Voluntariness Statement will be repeated
in the introduction to the questionnaire. The data that will be collected is of three distinct
categories. The first will be general demographic information to include religious
tradition or Christian denomination. Also there are a few questions related to being “Born
again”, an “Evangelical”, a “Fundamentalist” and “voluntary church attendance”. The
second category is a self-report of criminal behavior in the past 12 months. It utilizes the
standard FBI Uniform Crime Report Part I and Part II Offenses (UCR) to utilize a
standard that has been in use since 1930. This does include requesting information about
violent crimes, property crimes, and other less typical offenses. The third component that
comprises the questionnaire is Bufford and Hancock’s Christ-like Spiritual Growth
Inventory (CSG). This is an evangelically-oriented inventory that seeks to illuminate
spiritual growth rather than the typical “religiosity” that is often used in measuring faith
commitments. The subjects will be asked to check the buttons that correspond to their
answers in a computer-based online environment. Demographic information is closed
answer while the UCR and CSG portions of the questionnaire are in Likert-scale format.
After the first communication with churches is sent out, data collection is expected to
begin immediately. Data collection is expected to remain open for a period of four weeks.
Data collection will occur on zoomerang’s secure servers. No identifiers are reported
through the survey or linked to the students’ responses. As a result of participating in this
study through completing the survey, awareness of stress may occur. The study may
involve additional risks to the participant, which are currently unforeseeable. They are
not greater than the risks experienced in everyday life. Participants may benefit from
increased understanding about themselves in terms of their ability to handle stress.
One week into data collection, a follow-up or reminder letter will be sent to the
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church pastoral contacts. Two weeks after that first reminder message is sent, a second
and final reminder will be sent out announcing the closing of the survey one week from
that date. This final reminder will also serve to thank those pastors or leaders in the
church for their participation and assistance. It will also ask them to make a statement
of thanks generally to show appreciation to the students who have participated in the
survey at that point. The total timeframe for data gathering is four weeks.
C.

SUBJECTS
Who do you want to include in your study? Please describe in nonscientific
language:

●

I seek to include college aged university students in local churches and
will include any racial and ethnic category, any gender, any age beyond
the 18th birthday, any marital or employment status, any socio-economic
status, and any faith. Generally, though, the data that is sought is those that
report the Christian tradition and denominational affiliations. Only
members of the specific religious group of “Christians” are specifically
targeted. Others categories are requested only for comparison purposes to
reduce potential spuriousness and are not specifically targeted.

●

There are no special populations being used.

●

I intend to send a request to several local church pastors with whom I am
affiliated to request they seek the assistance of the college aged class
members in the data gathering on my behalf. I would not use data from
more than the first 500 respondents. While neither the questionnaire nor
zoomerang.com records identifying information for participants, it does
record date and time for each respondent. If more than 500 participants
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were to respond, I would examine the time and date stamps for the
overage and zoomerang.com has the ability to allow me to “exclude this
response” from the data and the analysis.
D.

RECRUITMENT OF SUBJECTS AND OBTAINING INFORMED
CONSENT
●

I will recruit subjects from the population of college aged persons in local
churches. I will make contact with several local church pastors seeking
their assistance in disseminating the information sheets. A link to the
survey, http://bit.ly/Christiancrime, will be provided on the information
sheets so students who choose to participate in the survey can manually
enter the web address into their browser to take them to the study
questionnaire. Confidentiality and Voluntariness statements are included
on the opening webpage of the questionnaire. Since this is an online
survey, students may close out the survey and fail to complete it if they
should choose to at any point before, during, or after survey completion,
but not after submission of the survey.

E.

PROCEDURES FOR PAYMENT OF SUBJECTS
●

F.

There is no compensation being offered for participation in this study.

CONFIDENTIALITY
●

There is no IP logging that will occur, nor is there any place that will be
allocated within the survey for personal information more that general
closed questions for demographic information.

●

During the survey process, records will be held on zoomerang.com
servers. The servers are secured by a username and password combination.
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No personally identifying information is collected or retained on the
servers. After completion of the survey, data will be downloaded and
remain in the possession of the study’s author indefinitely for future use
and future comparison as research in this area continues to expand. The
data may also be provided to other researchers who request access to the
raw data. The data will also be on Sharepoint, a software program utilized
by Liberty University for Doctoral candidates. The data will be on secure
university servers behind a username and password combination with the
minimum of the security requirements of the Payment Card Industry Data
Security Standard (PCI DSS). Any hard copies of the data will remain in a
secured filing cabinet.
●

The data that will be generated will be entirely anonymous. There is no
method implemented for collecting and personally identifying
information. No names are requested or sought. But given the potential
value to researchers who are interested in how depth of conviction may
affect or mediate behavior I do anticipate further or future use of the
generated data at this point. The current use of the data will be for the
researcher’s dissertation and the data may be used in the future for
publication and presentation purposes. The data will be maintained for at
least three years after the study is complete as required by Federal law.

G.

POTENTIAL RISKS TO SUBJECTS
●

This research is of minimal risk to participants and poses no greater risk
than every day activities as the survey is anonymous.

●

The only foreseeable potential risk to subjects is psychological in nature.
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This is because considering criminal acts over the previous 12 months and
yet being a Christian may bring about feelings of guilt for sub-ideal
conformity to the Christian worldview. This may actually have beneficial
results as subjects consider their actions in light of their beliefs and values.
Also, it may help them to realize that while they say they believe x or
value y, they actually don’t. Hence this may allow them to eliminate
cognitive dissonance or hypocrisy. If these risks DO become too much for
the subject to handle, subjects may close out the survey and fail to
complete it if they should choose to at any point before, during, or after
survey completion, but not after submission of the survey. Given this
potential for an increased awareness of stress, students will be directed to
seek counsel from their pastor or other spiritual advisor.

There is another risk that bears mentioning, though it is nearly, if not
entirely impossible. Due to the nature of the survey, it is possible that a
subject might reveal information regarding a serious, yet unsolved crime.
Given the nature of the study and the lack of identifiable information, the
only person that would know of this would be the subjects themselves. For
example, if a subject were to reveal that he or she had committed a murder
in the past 12 months, it is unlikely that this subject had already been
convicted of this offense. So while it is fairly likely that this might be an
unsolved crime, there is no way to identify which subject engaged in the
offense. Secondly, it is also impossible to identify which jurisdiction the
alleged murder occurred in or even if it occurred in the United States. So
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even though subjects may allocute on the questionnaire, it is impossible to
determine the subject’s identity. Secondarily, the nature of self-reports
themselves raises some reliability/honesty questions.
●

There are not medical or professional interventions that may be necessary
for this study.

H.

BENEFITS TO BE GAINED BY THE INDIVIDUAL AND/OR SOCIETY
●

There are no real direct benefits to subjects unless one considers selfreflection a direct benefit.

●

Describe the possible benefits to society. In addition to adding to the body
of literature in researching areas of religiosity, and Christianity more
particularly, this study contributes to the theoretical and practical areas on
understanding how crime in Christian circles manifests itself. It may help
us understand the types of beliefs and levels of maturity, or even
denominational affiliations that are more highly associated with crimes. In
the absence of any identifiable studies of this type, it also begins the
process of publicizing the idea and generating some initial data where
other researchers can launch from, hone, or correct. This also adds to the
body of literature examining how young Christians act generally.


More specifically, the information gained through this research could be
beneficial to Christian universities at large. As previously mentioned, the
examination of the role student religious belief closes a theoretical gap in
the research on campus crime generally. University police departments
may be able to learn something regarding their effectiveness or the need
for either higher or lower numbers of officers to secure the campus. Also it
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is conceivable that campus police departments may learn that the more
prominent crimes are not those that typically are reported by Christian
young people on campus. Campus pastor’s offices may gain from having
some research on the current generation of students regarding selfreported levels of Christ-like Spiritual Growth and criminal behavior and
may thus find reason to change or re-focus spiritual life programming and
instruction. Student conduct offices may also benefit from this research as
they are often the ones who deal with problems as they arise that are
typically less than criminal. We may find that criminal behavior is far
more common amongst Christian students than expected and hence
determine to add a more specific “Christian Ethics” course to the core
curriculum of Christian universities. This could be a very serious benefit
to Christian universities, Christendom, and American society in particular.
I.

INVESTIGATOR’S EVALUATION OF THE RISK-BENEFIT RATIO
The risks are minimal as the survey is anonymous and the benefits are, potentially,
quite large. Given that I have been unable to locate a remotely similar study of this
nature and that studies of crime on campus have only been considered since the late
1970s, it becomes highly likely that this research is unprecedented. As such, the
ability to contribute to the body of knowledge in that fashion becomes very
worthwhile in the absence of any real risks to subjects – especially given their
ability to simply refuse to answer a question, close the survey, given a false answer,
or never click on the emailed link to participate in the first place.

J.

WRITTEN INFORMED CONSENT FORM

K.

WAIVER OF INFORMED CONSENT OR SIGNED CONSENT
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1. For a Waiver of Signed Consent, address the following:
a. The research poses only minimal risk to subjects.
As discussed above in section G, this research presents only a minimal risk to
subjects being studied.
b. A breach of confidentiality could not occur and there does not constitute the
principal risk to subjects.
Since there is no identifying information that is requested from the subjects, there is
no risk of releasing personally identifiable information so confidentiality is
maintained under the current plan.
c. A signed consent form would be the only record linking the subject and the
research and therefore would actually increase risks.
In the presented research, it is more likely that having the subjects sign a consent
form would increase the risks of participation.
d. The research does not include any activities that would require signed consent in
a non-research context.
There are no research activities that require sign consent in a non-research context
e. The subjects will be provided a written statement about the research on two
occasions. The first time will be on the 4”x5” informational card sent that includes
the link. The second time will be after they have typed in the survey web-link where
an informational webpage that contains all the elements of the consent form will be
displayed and they will be prompted to click “I Agree” to continue with the
questionnaire. There will be no signature line available as that would increase risk
of personal identification.
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L.

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS (to be attached to the Application Narrative)

122

APPENDIX B
INTRODUCTORY EMAIL LETTER TO PASTORS
AND INFORMATION SHEET

123
APPENDIX B: INTRODUCTORY EMAIL LETTER TO PASTORS &
ATTACHED INFORMATION SHEET
EXAMINING CRIME AMONG COLLEGE-AGED CHRISTIANS: ARE CHRISTIAN
RELIGIOUS BELIEFS ASSOCIATED WITH LOW LEVELS OF CRIMINAL ACTIVITY?
Paul R. Rickert, Principal Investigator
Liberty University
Graduate School of Education
Dear PastorI am writing to request your assistance with my doctoral research. I am in hopes to get a large
pool of college-aged Christian students to take a survey that I have designed on zoomerang.com.
The survey seeks to study the connective social phenomena between crime and religious belief
(or in the case of my proposed study – Christ-like Spiritual growth as measured on Bufford and
Hancock’s Christ-like Spiritual Growth Scale) as I find this to be personally fascinating and
theologically compelling. Even the great Apostle Paul discussed how the spirit and flesh warred
within him and he finds himself doing the very thing that he did not wish to (cf. Romans 7:1420). There is also a very practical side to the proposed study. The proposed study will benefit
several arenas. The examination of the role student religious belief closes a theoretical gap in the
research on college-aged crime generally. Police departments may learn something regarding
their effectiveness on Christian campuses or regarding the need for either higher or lower
numbers of officers compared to similarly sized institutions. Also it is conceivable that campus
police departments may learn that the more prominent crimes are not those that typically are
reported. Pastor’s and campus pastor’s offices (or similar) may gain from having some research
on the specific age group regarding self-reported levels of Christ-like Spiritual Growth and
criminal behavior and may thus find reason to change or re-focus spiritual life programming or
instruction. Student conduct offices or deans of students on campuses may also benefit from this
research as they are often the ones who deal with problems as they arise that are typically less
than criminal.
If you are willing to communicate with your college-aged church attendees, based on the
information below, I will send information sheets for you to disseminate as is appropriate to your
college-aged Sunday schools, small-groups, and ministry teams. This would be the only thing
asked of you or your designee. The questionnaire contains specific questions regarding criminal
behaviors and spiritual growth and no personally identifying information is sought. You may
contact me at any time at prickert@liberty.edu if you have questions or are in need of more
information. I have attached a copy of the information sheet that I would send out to you for
distribution. You may, of course, pass this along to other pastors who may be interested in
participating in this study.
Thank you,
Paul R. Rickert, MS, MCJ, EdS
Ed.D. Candidate
Liberty University
Lynchburg, VA
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Liberty University
Graduate School of Education
Dear Pastor:
I am conducting research for my doctoral dissertation at Liberty University’s Graduate School of
Education. I am in need of assistance in distributing my survey to reach a broad number of
college-aged Christian within the Christian community. I am researching the association between
Christian spiritual maturity and criminality. If you are willing to assist me in this endeavor, please
email me at prickert@liberty.edu and let me know how many informational cards I should send to
you to distribute to the college-aged population in your church. This card gives basic information
about the study and contains a weblink (URL) to the survey. This study is being conducted under
the guidance of Dr. Judy Shoemaker, Asst. Professor of Education at Liberty University and with
approval and oversight of the Institutional Review Board as required by Federal Law.
This study is being conducted by: Paul R. Rickert, a doctoral candidate in the School of
Education at Liberty University.
Background Information:
The purpose of this study is: to examine college-aged Christian students’ beliefs and criminal
behaviors.
Risks and Benefits of being in the Study:
The risks of participating in this study are minimal, and are no more than the participant would
encounter in everyday life.
There are no direct benefits to participating other than perhaps assisting the participant in
comparing beliefs and values with their personal actions.
Confidentiality:
The records of this study will be kept private. In any sort of report we might publish, we will not
include any information that will make it possible to identify a specific subject or church location.
Research records will be stored securely and only researchers will have access to the records.
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Also, there is no IP logging that will occur at zoomerang.com and therefore participants can be
assured of anonymity. Also, individual participants should not seek to contact the researcher with
reference to a specific answer or series of answers. Subsequent to the completion of this study,
the data may be made available to other researchers, but given the anonymous nature of the study,
no identifying information would be available to subsequent researchers either.
Voluntary Nature of the Study:
Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect
your current or future relations with the Liberty University or the researcher. If you decide to
participate, you are free to not answer any question or withdraw at any time without affecting
those relationships.
Contacts and Questions:
The researchers conducting this study are: Paul R. Rickert, a doctoral candidate under the
supervision of Dr. Judy Shoemaker. If you have questions, you are encouraged to contact them
at prickert@liberty.edu or jshoemaker@liberty.edu .
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone
other than the researcher(s), you are encouraged to contact the Institutional Review Board, Dr.
Fernando Garzon, Chair, 1971 University Blvd., Suite 1582, Lynchburg, VA 24502 or email at
fgarzon@liberty.edu .

If you wish to Continue with the Survey, please go to your web browser and enter the following
URL http://bit.ly/Christiancrime . This will redirect you to the survey located at zoomerang.com.
Your participation is greatly appreciated.
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APPENDIX C: STUDENT SURVEY

EXAMINING CRIME AMONG COLLEGE-AGED
CHRISTIANS: ARE CHRISTIAN RELIGIOUS BELIEFS
ASSOCIATED WITH LOW LEVELS OF CRIMINAL
ACTIVITY?
Page 1 - Question 1 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

What is your collegiate level?









Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
Graduate
Seminary
Doctoral
Page 1 - Question 2 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

What type of student are you?






Residential only
Residential with some online
Online only
Online with some residential
Page 1 - Question 3 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

What is your age?











Under 18
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25 and over
Page 1 - Question 4 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

Are you

 Male
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 Female
Page 1 - Question 5 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

Which racial or ethnic group do you most strongly identify with?










Black or African American
Caucasian or White
American Indian or Alaskan Native
Hispanic or Latino
Asian
Pacific Islander
Bi-racial
Other
Page 1 - Question 6 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

What is your marital status?







Single
Married
Divorced
Widowed
Separated
Page 1 - Question 7 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

Are you currently employed?

 Full-time
 Part-time
 Not employed
Page 1 - Question 8 - Choice - Multiple Answers (Bullets)

What religious or denominational affiliation do you claim, if any?



















Atheist
Buddhist
Hindu
Jewish
Muslim
No Religion
Orthodox (Eastern, Russian, Greek, Ethiopian, etc.)
Protestant
-----Apostolic
-----Baptist
-----Brethren
-----Charismatic
-----Church of Christ
-----Ecumenical
-----Emergent
-----Episcopalian / Anglican
-----Free Churches
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-----Holiness
-----Lutheran
-----Methodist / Wesleyan
-----Non-Trinitarian
-----Pentecostal
-----Presbyterian / Reformed
-----Seventh Day Adventist
-----Unitarian or Universalist
-----United Church of Christ
-----Unlisted Denomination
Roman Catholic
Other, please specify
Page 1 - Question 9 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

Do you consider yourself “Born-Again”?

 Yes
 No
Page 1 - Question 10 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

Do you consider yourself “Fundamentalist”?

 Yes
 No
Page 1 - Question 11 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

Do you consider yourself “Evangelical”?

 Yes
 No
Page 1 - Question 12 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

How frequently do you voluntarily engage in religious functions that are not compulsory (i.e. convocation,
hall meeting, etc.)?
n e v e r

r a r e l y

1x per month

2x per month

1x per week

3x per week

5x per week

more than 5x per week

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Page 1 - Question 13 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

The average income of your family is:









$0 - $25,000 yearly
$25,001 - $50,000 yearly
$50,001 - $75,000 yearly
$75,000 - $100,000 yearly
$100,001 - $200,000 yearly
$200,001 - $500,000 yearly
more than $500,000 yearly
Page 1 - Heading
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BEHAVIORAL SCALE
Please limit your answers to that which has occurred in the last 12 months, regardless of being caught. The
definitions are provided to clarify the question and are from the FBI's Uniform Crime Report manual.
In the last 12 months, how often have you done the following?

Page 1 - Question 14 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Committed a murder or non-negligent manslaughter?
Definition: The willful (non-negligent) killing of one human being by another.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 1 - Question 15 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Committed a forcible rape?
Definition: The carnal knowledge of a female forcibly and against her will.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 1 - Question 16 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Committed robbery (armed or unarmed)?
Definition: The taking or attempting to take anything of value from the care, custody, or control of a person
or persons by force or threat of force or violence and/or by putting the victim in fear.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 1 - Question 17 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Committed an aggravated assault?
Definition: An unlawful attack by one person upon another for the purpose of inflicting severe or
aggravated bodily injury. This type of assault usually is accompanied by the use of a weapon or by means
likely to produce death or great bodily harm.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 1 - Question 18 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Committed a Burglary?
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Definition: The unlawful entry of a structure to commit a felony or a theft.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 1 - Question 19 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Committed a larceny or theft?
Definition: The unlawful taking, carrying, leading, or riding away of property from the possession or
constructive possession of another. This includes ANY theft except motor vehicle theft.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 1 - Question 20 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Committed motor-vehicle theft?
Definition: The theft or attempted theft of a motor vehicle. This does not include watercraft, aircraft,
construction equipment, or farm equipment (These would be larceny-thefts).







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 1 - Question 21 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Committed arson?
Definition: Any willful or malicious burning or attempt to burn, with or without intent to defraud, a
dwelling house, public building, motor vehicle or aircraft, personal prop-erty of another, etc.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 1 - Question 22 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Committed other assaults?
Definition: Includes simple assaults, assaults and battery, hazing, stalking, intimidation, resisting and
officer, and any attempts to do any of the above.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
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Page 1 - Question 23 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Committed forgery or counterfeiting?
Definition: The altering, copying, or imitating of something, without authority or right, with the intent to
deceive or defraud by passing the copy or thing altered or imitated as that which is original or gen-uine; or
the selling, buying, or possession of an altered, copied, or imitated thing with the intent to deceive or
defraud.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 1 - Question 24 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Engaged in fraud?
Definition: The intentional perversion of the truth for the purpose of inducing another person or other entity
in reliance upon it to part with something of value or to surrender a legal right; fraudulent conversion and
obtaining of money or property by false pretenses. This includes acts such as writing bad checks (except
forgeries and counterfeiting), false pretenses/swindle/confidence games, leaving a full-service gas station
without paying attendant, etc.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 1 - Question 25 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Embezzled funds, money or other thing of value?
Definition: The unlawful misappropriation or misapplication by an offender to his/her own use or purpose
of money, property, or some other thing of value entrusted to his/her care, custody, or control.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 1 - Question 26 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Bought, received, or possessed stolen property?
Definition: Buying, receiving, possessing, selling, concealing, or transporting any property with the
knowl-edge that it has been unlawfully taken, as by burglary, embezzlement, fraud, larceny, robbery, etc.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 1 - Question 27 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Vandalized the property of another?
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Definition: To willfully or maliciously destroy, injure, disfigure, or deface any public or private property,
real or personal, without the consent of the owner or person having custody or control by cutting, tearing,
breaking, marking, painting, drawing, covering with filth, or any other such means as may be speci-fied by
local law.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 1 - Question 28 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Weapons Offenses?
Definition: The violation of laws or ordinances prohibiting the manufacture, sale, purchase, transportation,
possession, concealment, or use of firearms, cutting instruments, explosives, incendiary devices, or other
deadly weapons.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 1 - Question 29 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Engaged in Prostitution or Commercialized Vice?
Definition: The unlawful promotion of or participation in sexual activities for profit. To solicit customers or
transport persons for prostitution purposes; to own, manage, or operate a dwelling or other establish-ment
for the purpose of providing a place where prostitution is performed; or to otherwise assist or promote
prostitution.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 1 - Question 30 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Sex Offenses (except rape or prostitution)?
Definition: Includes sex offenses such as adultery, fornication, sodomy, buggery, incest, indecent exposure,
statutory rape (without force), indecent liberties with minors, and any attempts of any of the above.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 1 - Heading

Please continue on the next page.
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Page 2 - Question 31 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Drug Abuse Violations?
Definition: The violation of laws prohibiting the production, distribution, and/or use of certain controlled
substances and the equipment or devices utilized in their preparation and/or use. The unlawful culti-vation,
manufacture, distribution, sale, purchase, use, possession, transportation, or importation of any controlled
drug or narcotic substance. Arrests for violations of state and local laws, specifically those relating to the
unlawful possession, sale, use, growing, manufacturing, and making of narcotic drugs.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 2 - Question 32 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Offenses Against Family and Children?
Definition: Unlawful nonviolent acts by a family member (or legal guardian) that threaten the physical,
men-tal, or economic well-being or morals of another family member and that are not classifiable as other
offenses, such as Assault or Sex Offenses. It includes offenses such as non-violent cruelty to other family
members, non-violent abuse, desertion, abandonment, or non-support of spouse or child, neglect or abuse
of spouse or child, non-payment of alimony, and any attempts to commit any of the above.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 2 - Question 33 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Drove under the influence of alcohol or drugs?
Definition: Driving or operating a motor vehicle or common carrier while mentally or physically impaired
as the result of consuming an alcoholic beverage or using a drug or narcotic.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 2 - Question 34 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Violated liquor laws?
Definition: The violation of state or local laws or ordinances prohibiting the manufacture, sale, purchase,
transportation, possession, or use of alcoholic beverages, not including driving under the influence and
drunkenness.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 2 - Question 35 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)
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Drunkenness?
Definition: To drink alcoholic beverages to the extent that one’s mental faculties and physical coordination
are substantially impaired. This offense excludes driving under the influence, but includes offenses like
drunk-in-public, public intoxication, drunk and disorderly, or being a habitual drunkard.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 2 - Question 36 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Disorderly conduct?
Definition: Any behavior that tends to disturb the public peace or decorum, scandalize the community, or
shock the public sense of morality. It includes offenses such as unlawful assembly, disturbing the peace,
disturbing meetings, disorderly conduct in state institutions, at court, at fairs, on trains or public
conveyances, etc., blasphemy, profanity, and obscene language, refusing to assist an officer, and any
attempts to commit any of the above.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 2 - Question 37 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Vagrancy?
Definition: The violation of a court order, regulation, ordinance, or law requiring the withdrawal of persons
from the streets or other specified areas; prohibiting persons from remaining in an area or place in an idle or
aimless manner; or prohibiting persons from going from place to place without visible means of support.







Never
Once
Twice
A few times
Frequently
Page 2 - Question 38 - Choice - One Answer (Drop Down)

Other various Offenses?
Definition: This includes offenses such as Admitting minors to improper places , abduction and compelling
to marry, bigamy and polygamy, blackmail and extortion, bribery, contempt of court, unfair competition,
kidnapping, marriage within prohibited degrees, offenses contributing to juvenile delinquency such as
employment of children in immoral vocations or practices, and admitting minors to improper places,
perjury and subornation of perjury, possession of drug paraphernalia, possession or sale of obscene
literature, pictures, etc., public nuisances, riot and rout, trespass, unlawfully bringing weapons into prisons,
hospitals, airports, businesses, schools, etc., unlawfully bringing drugs or liquor into state prisons,
hospitals, etc.; furnishing to convicts, unlawful disinterment of the dead and violation of sepulture,
unlawful use or possession of explosives, violation of quarantine, and any attempts to commit any of the
above.

 Never
 Once
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 Twice
 A few times
 Frequently
Page 2 - Heading

Bufford and Hancock's CSG Scale
Please indicate you level of agreement with each of the following statements.

Page 2 - Question 39 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

I believe that Jesus Christ died on the cross to take away the sins of the world.
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 2 - Question 40 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

I am convinced of God’s unconditional, immeasurable love for me as His beloved child and my heart is
overwhelmed by this
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 2 - Question 41 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

I have the full assurance that Jesus Christ lives now in me
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 2 - Question 42 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

I am open and receptive with fellow Christians. That is, I am frequently helped through receiving their
sharing with me about things that are not right in my life
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 2 - Question 43 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

I love to pray
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

Page 2 - Question 44 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

I find reading the Bible to be laborious and boring
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

Page 2 - Question 45 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

137
Whenever the peace in my heart is disturbed because there is a problem between me and another Christian,
I do whatever I can to restore the unity between us.
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 2 - Question 46 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

I am convinced in the depths of my being that I need Christ—that apart from Him I am utterly corrupted
and powerless to live a life pleasing to God
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 2 - Question 47 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

When things (big or little) do not go my way or when I fail or am wronged, I use the opportunity to open up
to the Lord.
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 2 - Question 48 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

My guilt is gone after I confess my sins to the Lord
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 2 - Question 49 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

In everything (good and bad) I give thanks to the Lord
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 2 - Question 50 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

I intentionally seek time with other Christians to worship, pray, or fellowship.
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

Page 2 - Question 51 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

I spend significant quality time alone with God (drawing near to Him and receiving from Him).
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

Page 2 - Question 52 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

Because of Christ, my life each day is free of anxiety and actually full of rest, hope, and peace.
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7
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Page 2 - Question 53 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

God gives me definite impressions regarding my life: my relationships, my decisions, and my heart.
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 2 - Question 54 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

I give sincere thanks and appreciation to God for who He is.
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 2 - Question 55 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

I seek to know and follow God’s will.
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 2 - Question 56 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

I have a growing desire to know God in a deep and more intimate way.
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

Page 2 - Question 57 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

The reality in my daily living is that my thoughts and decisions are primarily for myself and not for the
Lord Jesus Christ.
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 2 - Question 58 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

I stop and change my ways when I become aware of any unrighteousness (e.g. sinful actions, unholy
thoughts, impure attitudes, and selfish desires, etc.).
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 2 - Question 59 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

When I read the Bible and pray, I experience God ministering to me (e.g. nourishing me, correcting me,
strengthening me, and aligning my heart and mind with His).
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 2 - Question 60 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

When I find myself trying to manipulate, push, or control a situation, I restrain myself and trust the Lord
for the outcome.
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Page 3 - Question 61 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

I am aware of and experience Christ being manifested through my life. In other words, I could identify
specific attitudes, thoughts, and actions this past week when I believe Christ was living out through me.
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 3 - Question 62 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

I will risk losing friends when I see that a loving word needs to be spoken to help them be more right with
the Lord.
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 3 - Question 63 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

At every opportunity throughout the day, I pray and turn my heart to the Lord to appreciate Him and talk
with Him about things in my life and in others’ lives. (As St. Paul says, “Pray continually”.).
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 3 - Question 64 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

I submit to the Lord, deny myself, and obey Him in everything.
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

Page 3 - Question 65 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

I have turned over my whole life to the Lord Jesus Christ—completely submitting my desires, plans,
relationships, and future to Him.
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 3 - Question 66 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

Active resistance to the temptations of the Devil is not an important part of my Christian life.
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7

Page 3 - Question 67 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

Suffering for Christ or bearing the cross is not an important part of my life as a Christian.
Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

Page 3 - Question 68 - Rating Scale - One Answer (Horizontal)

Everything I do involves worship and service to God.

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7
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Strongly Disagree

D i s a g r e e

Disagree Somewhat

N e i t h e r

Agree Somewhat

1

2

3

4

5

A

g

r

e

e

Strongly Agree

6

7
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APPENDIX D: REVIEW OF SURVEY
Dr. Tom O’Connor has a PhD in Criminal Justice.
Dr. Kim McCabe has a PhD in Criminology
From: Rickert, Paul Russell [mailto:prickert@liberty.edu]
Sent: Sunday, January 30, 2011 2:10 AM
To: O'Connor, Thomas
Subject: Request for review of survey

January 30, 2011
Dear Dr. O’Connor,
I am preparing to conduct research for my doctoral dissertation (Ed.D.) at Liberty
University and am inquiring into whether college-aged student’s religious views seem to
correlate with levels of self-reported law violative behavior. To accomplish this I have
proposed to survey students attending a Christian university that will focus on selfreporting in two areas, spiritual maturity and criminal activity in the previous 12 months.
The spiritual maturity scale has been obtained from Dr. Rodger K. Bufford at George Fox
University. The section of the survey that covers criminal activity in the past 12 months
as well as denominational affiliation I designed myself. Therefore, I need to conduct a
pilot review of the self-designed survey as part of the requirements for the university’s
dissertation process. Therefore, I am seeking input from several scholars in the field of
criminal justice to determine whether the survey that I intend to use would, in their
estimation, be a reliable self-report assessment instrument. I intend to deploy the survey
via anonymous online survey tool such as surveymonkey.com. I would be grateful for
any guidance and critique you might offer in this endeavor.
With thanks,
Det. Sgt. Paul R. Rickert, BS, MS, MCJ, EdS
Doctoral Candidate
Liberty University
Graduate School of Education
-andAsst. Professor of Criminal Justice
Helms School of Government
Liberty University
Lynchburg, VA
Response:
Hi Paul, I looked over your survey instrument and it looks good to me. Back in my day,
we used to use fifty dollars as the arbitrary cutoff for minor and major forms of theft
offenses, but I see you’ve appropriately adjusted for inflation with a two hundred dollar
cutoff. It’s a dimensionality issue for the forms of crime one wants to cover, and I think
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you’ve got all the crucial dimensions covered. Just be sure to include what are called
“trivial crime” measures. You’ve got some of those like shoplifting and so forth, but an
even better one (not that I’m recommending it; only giving an example) would be
something like finding a loose dollar on the sidewalk and not turning it into the nearest
place of business. You get the idea, I’m sure. The more trivial measures you put in an
instrument, the higher the statistical proof of causality. Trust me. The religious items
look fine. No problems there at all. Thank you for asking my opinion. All is well here.
My best wishes for you.
Dr. Thomas R. O'Connor
Associate Professor of Public Management
Program Manager, Homeland Security; Director, Global Security
Austin Peay State University
601 College St.
Clarksville, TN 37044
931-221-1477
oconnort@apsu.edu
www.drtomoconnor.com
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The same email was sent to Dr. Kim McCabe at Lynchburg College. Here response
included a scan of the printed document I sent and she wrote on. Her email response was
Professor Rickert,
My three notes.
Good Luck!
KM
Kimberly A. McCabe, Ph.D.
Dean of the School of Humanities and Social Sciences
Lynchburg College
1501 Lakeside Drive
Lynchburg, VA 24501
phone: 434.544.8129
fax: 434.544.8487
Her three notes indicated in the file were:
1) Should “separated” be included as a category on the marital status question?
2) Are “Stolen something more than $200” and “Stolen a vehicle” the same?
3) Are “Committed a rape” and “Committed a “date” rape” different?
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After this proposal was defended successfully, I sent an email on June 11, 2011 to the
two PhD’s who had reviewed my survey, Drs. Kim McCabe and Tom O’Connor. It
simply stated the following:
Dr. McCabe/Dr. O’ConnorI just wanted to briefly update you on a couple changes I've made to the dissertation
proposal which I successfully defended two days ago. I made a change to my survey in
conjunction with my committee. For the crime measurement aspect I have decided that
rather than using a survey that I manufactured, that it would be better to utilize what is
standard in the field; so I re-crafted to the self-report of criminal activity to mimic the
FBI UCR Part I and Part II offense categories. I appreciate you input previously and
wanted to give you this update. Now on to the IRB!
Regards,
Paul
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APPENDIX E: RESULTS OF SURVEY

Zoomerang Survey Results
EXAMINING CRIME AMONG COLLEGE-AGED CHRISTIANS: ARE CHRISTIAN RELIGIOUS BELIEFS
ASSOCIATED WITH LOW LEVELS OF CRIMINAL ACTIVITY?
Response Status: Completes
May 17, 2012 12:39 PM PST

1. What is your collegiate level?

Freshman

4

9%

Sophmore

4

9%

Junior

7

15%

Senior

16

34%

Graduate

12

26%

Seminary

2

4%

Doctoral

2

4%

Total

47

100%

Residential only

27

49%

Residential with some online

14

25%

Online only

7

13%

Online with some residential

7

13%

Total

55

100%

Under 18

0

0%

18

1

2%

19

6

11%

20

4

7%

21

7

12%

2. What type of student are you?

3. What is your age?
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22

14

25%

23

4

7%

24

8

14%

25 and over

12

21%

Total

56

100%

Male

25

45%

Female

31

55%

Total

56

100%

Black or African American

1

2%

Caucasian or White

50

88%

American Indian or Alaskan Native

2

4%

Hispanic or Latino

1

2%

Asian

2

4%

Pacific Islander

0

0%

Bi-racial

1

2%

Other

0

0%

Total

57

100%

Single

41

72%

Married

14

25%

Divorced

2

4%

Widowed

0

0%

Separated

0

0%

Total

57

100%

4. Are you

5. Which racial or ethnic group do you most strongly identify with?

6. What is your marital status?
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7. Are you currently employed?

Full-time

17

30%

Part-time

28

50%

Not employed

11

20%

Total

56

100%

Atheist

0

0%

Buddhist

0

0%

Hindu

0

0%

Jewish

0

0%

Muslim

0

0%

No Religion

0

0%

Orthodox (Eastern, Russian, Greek, Ethiopian,
etc.)

1

2%

Protestant

19

33%

-----Apostolic

0

0%

-----Baptist

27

47%

-----Brethren

0

0%

-----Charismatic

0

0%

-----Church of Christ

1

2%

-----Ecumenical

0

0%

-----Emergent

0

0%

-----Episcopalian / Anglican

1

2%

-----Free Churches

1

2%

-----Holiness

0

0%

-----Lutheran

1

2%

-----Methodist / Wesleyan

3

5%

-----Non-Trinitarian

0

0%

-----Pentecostal

2

4%

-----Presbyterian / Reformed

3

5%

-----Seventh Day Adventist

0

0%

-----Unitarian or Universalist

0

0%

-----United Church of Christ

0

0%

-----Unlisted Denomination

1

2%

Roman Catholic

1

2%

8. What religious or denominational affiliation do you claim, if any?
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Other, please specify

9

16%

Yes

53

95%

No

3

5%

Total

56

100%

Yes

25

48%

No

27

52%

Total

52

100%

Yes

47

84%

No

9

16%

Total

56

100%

8. OTHER responses:

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Raised in Baptist church but prefer to be Non-Denominational
non - denominal
Christian with no denomination
Assemblies of God
Non-denominational
Messianic Christian
Non-Denominational Christian
Mennonite

9. Do you consider yourself “Born-Again”?

10. Do you consider yourself “Fundamentalist”?

11. Do you consider yourself “Evangelical”?

12. How frequently do you voluntarily engage in religious functions that are not compulsory (i.e. convocation,
hall meeting, etc.)?

never

3

5%

151
rarely

8

14%

1x per month

2

4%

2x per month

5

9%

1x per week

13

23%

3x per week

18

32%

5x per week

6

11%

more than 5x per week

2

4%

Total

57

100%

$0 - $25,000 yearly

12

22%

$25,001 - $50,000 yearly

15

28%

$50,001 - $75,000 yearly

10

19%

$75,000 - $100,000 yearly

9

17%

$100,001 - $200,000 yearly

5

9%

$200,001 - $500,000 yearly

3

6%

more than $500,000 yearly

0

0%

Total

54

100%

13. The average income of your family is:

BEHAVIORAL SCALE Please limit your
answers to that which has occurred in the last
12 months, regardless of being caught. The
definitions are provided to clarify the question
and are from the FBI's Uniform Crime Report
manual. In the last 12 months, how often have
you done the following?

14. Committed a murder or non-negligent manslaughter? Definition: The willful (non-negligent) killing of one
human being by another.

Never

57

100%

Once

0

0%

Twice

0

0%

A few times

0

0%

Frequently

0

0%

Total

57

100%
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15. Committed a forcible rape? Definition: The carnal knowledge of a female forcibly and against her will.

Never

57

100%

Once

0

0%

Twice

0

0%

A few times

0

0%

Frequently

0

0%

Total

57

100%

16. Committed robbery (armed or unarmed)? Definition: The taking or attempting to take anything of value from
the care, custody, or control of a person or persons by force or threat of force or violence and/or by putting the
victim in fear.

Never

55

96%

Once

1

2%

Twice

1

2%

A few times

0

0%

Frequently

0

0%

Total

57

100%

17. Committed an aggravated assault? Definition: An unlawful attack by one person upon another for the
purpose of inflicting severe or aggravated bodily injury. This type of assault usually is accompanied by the use
of a weapon or by means likely to produce death or great bodily harm.

Never

55

96%

Once

1

2%

Twice

1

2%

A few times

0

0%

Frequently

0

0%

Total

57

100%

Never

56

98%

Once

1

2%

Twice

0

0%

18. Committed a Burglary? Definition: The unlawful entry of a structure to commit a felony or a theft.
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A few times

0

0%

Frequently

0

0%

Total

57

100%

19. Committed a larceny or theft? Definition: The unlawful taking, carrying, leading, or riding away of property
from the possession or constructive possession of another. This includes ANY theft except motor vehicle theft.

Never

52

91%

Once

2

4%

Twice

1

2%

A few times

1

2%

Frequently

1

2%

Total

57

100%

20. Committed motor-vehicle theft? Definition: The theft or attempted theft of a motor vehicle. This does not
include watercraft, aircraft, construction equipment, or farm equipment (These would be larceny-thefts).

Never

57

100%

Once

0

0%

Twice

0

0%

A few times

0

0%

Frequently

0

0%

Total

57

100%

21. Committed arson? Definition: Any willful or malicious burning or attempt to burn, with or without intent to
defraud, a dwelling house, public building, motor vehicle or aircraft, personal property of another, etc.

Never

56

98%

Once

1

2%

Twice

0

0%

A few times

0

0%

Frequently

0

0%

Total

57

100%
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22. Committed other assaults? Definition: Includes simple assaults, assaults and battery, hazing, stalking,
intimidation, resisting and officer, and any attempts to do any of the above.

Never

55

96%

Once

0

0%

Twice

0

0%

A few times

1

2%

Frequently

1

2%

Total

57

100%

23. Committed forgery or counterfeiting? Definition: The altering, copying, or imitating of something, without
authority or right, with the intent to deceive or defraud by passing the copy or thing altered or imitated as that
which is original or genuine; or the selling, buying, or possession of an altered, copied, or imitated thing with
the intent to deceive or defraud.
Never

55

96%

Once

1

2%

Twice

0

0%

A few times

0

0%

Frequently

1

2%

Total

57

100%

24. Engaged in fraud? Definition: The intentional perversion of the truth for the purpose of inducing another
person or other entity in reliance upon it to part with something of value or to surrender a legal right;
fraudulent conversion and obtaining of money or property by false pretenses. This includes acts such as
writing bad checks (except forgeries and counterfeiting), false pretenses/swindle/confidence games, leaving a
full-service gas station without paying attendant, etc.
Never

56

98%

Once

0

0%

Twice

0

0%

A few times

1

2%

Frequently

0

0%

Total

57

100%

25. Embezzled funds, money or other thing of value? Definition: The unlawful misappropriation or
misapplication by an offender to his/her own use or purpose of money, property, or some other thing of value
entrusted to his/her care, custody, or control.

Never

56

98%

Once

1

2%

Twice

0

0%
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A few times

0

0%

Frequently

0

0%

Total

57

100%

26. Bought, received, or possessed stolen property? Definition: Buying, receiving, possessing, selling,
concealing, or transporting any property with the knowledge that it has been unlawfully taken, as by burglary,
embezzlement, fraud, larceny, robbery, etc.

Never

51

89%

Once

2

4%

Twice

1

2%

A few times

2

4%

Frequently

1

2%

Total

57

100%

27. Vandalized the property of another? Definition: To willfully or maliciously destroy, injure, disfigure, or
deface any public or private property, real or personal, without the consent of the owner or person having
custody or control by cutting, tearing, breaking, marking, painting, drawing, covering with filth, or any other
such means as may be specified by local law.
Never

54

95%

Once

1

2%

Twice

1

2%

A few times

1

2%

Frequently

0

0%

Total

57

100%

28. Weapons Offenses? Definition: The violation of laws or ordinances prohibiting the manufacture, sale,
purchase, transportation, possession, concealment, or use of firearms, cutting instruments, explosives,
incendiary devices, or other deadly weapons.

Never

54

95%

Once

0

0%

Twice

0

0%

A few times

2

4%

Frequently

1

2%

Total

57

100%
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29. Engaged in Prostitution or Commercialized Vice? Definition: The unlawful promotion of or participation in
sexual activities for profit. To solicit customers or transport persons for prostitution purposes; to own,
manage, or operate a dwelling or other establishment for the purpose of providing a place where prostitution is
performed; or to otherwise assist or promote prostitution.
Never

56

98%

Once

0

0%

Twice

0

0%

A few times

0

0%

Frequently

1

2%

Total

57

100%

30. Sex Offenses (except rape or prostitution)? Definition: Includes sex offenses such as adultery, fornication,
sodomy, buggery, incest, indecent exposure, statutory rape (without force), indecent liberties with minors, and
any attempts of any of the above.

Never

55

96%

Once

0

0%

Twice

0

0%

A few times

1

2%

Frequently

1

2%

Total

57

100%

31. Drug Abuse Violations? Definition: The violation of laws prohibiting the production, distribution, and/or use
of certain controlled substances and the equipment or devices utilized in their preparation and/or use. The
unlawful cultivation, manufacture, distribution, sale, purchase, use, possession, transportation, or importation
of any controlled drug or narcotic substance. Arrests for violations of state and local laws, specifically those
relating to the unlawful possession, sale, use, growing, manufacturing, and making of narcotic drugs.
Never

55

96%

Once

1

2%

Twice

0

0%

A few times

0

0%

Frequently

1

2%

Total

57

100%

32. Offenses Against Family and Children? Definition: Unlawful nonviolent acts by a family member (or legal
guardian) that threaten the physical, mental, or economic well-being or morals of another family member and
that are not classifiable as other offenses, such as Assault or Sex Offenses. It includes offenses such as nonviolent cruelty to other family members, non-violent abuse, desertion, abandonment, or non-support of spouse
or child, neglect or abuse of spouse or child, non-payment of alimony, and any attempts to commit any of the
above.
Never

57

100%

Once

0

0%
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Twice

0

0%

A few times

0

0%

Frequently

0

0%

Total

57

100%

33. Drove under the influence of alcohol or drugs? Definition: Driving or operating a motor vehicle or common
carrier while mentally or physically impaired as the result of consuming an alcoholic beverage or using a drug
or narcotic.

Never

47

82%

Once

7

12%

Twice

1

2%

A few times

1

2%

Frequently

1

2%

Total

57

100%

34. Violated liquor laws? Definition: The violation of state or local laws or ordinances prohibiting the
manufacture, sale, purchase, transportation, possession, or use of alcoholic beverages, not including driving
under the influence and drunkenness.

Never

48

84%

Once

3

5%

Twice

0

0%

A few times

4

7%

Frequently

2

4%

Total

57

100%

35. Drunkenness? Definition: To drink alcoholic beverages to the extent that one’s mental faculties and
physical coordination are substantially impaired. This offense excludes driving under the influence, but
includes offenses like drunk-in-public, public intoxication, drunk and disorderly, or being a habitual
drunkard.
Never

47

82%

Once

2

4%

Twice

1

2%

A few times

4

7%

Frequently

3

5%

Total

57

100%
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36. Disorderly conduct? Definition: Any behavior that tends to disturb the public peace or decorum, scandalize
the community, or shock the public sense of morality. It includes offenses such as unlawful assembly,
disturbing the peace, disturbing meetings, disorderly conduct in state institutions, at court, at fairs, on trains or
public conveyances, etc., blasphemy, profanity, and obscene language, refusing to assist an officer, and any
attempts to commit any of the above.
Never

55

96%

Once

1

2%

Twice

1

2%

A few times

0

0%

Frequently

0

0%

Total

57

100%

37. Vagrancy? Definition: The violation of a court order, regulation, ordinance, or law requiring the withdrawal
of persons from the streets or other specified areas; prohibiting persons from remaining in an area or place in
an idle or aimless manner; or prohibiting persons from going from place to place without visible means of
support.
Never

57

100%

Once

0

0%

Twice

0

0%

A few times

0

0%

Frequently

0

0%

Total

57

100%

38. Other various Offenses? Definition: This includes offenses such as Admitting minors to improper places ,
abduction and compelling to marry, bigamy and polygamy, blackmail and extortion, bribery, contempt of court,
unfair competition, kidnapping, marriage within prohibited degrees, offenses contributing to juvenile
delinquency such as employment of children in immoral vocations or practices, and admitting minors to
improper places, perjury and subornation of perjury, possession of drug paraphernalia, possession or sale of
obscene literature, pictures, etc., public nuisances, riot and rout, trespass, unlawfully bringing weapons into
prisons, hospitals, airports, businesses, schools, etc., unlawfully bringing drugs or liquor into state prisons,
hospitals, etc.; furnishing to convicts, unlawful disinterment of the dead and violation of sepulture, unlawful
use or possession of explosives, violation of quarantine, and any attempts to commit any of the above.
Never

54

95%

Once

0

0%

Twice

0

0%

A few times

3

5%

Frequently

0

0%

Total

57

100%

Bufford and Hancock's CSG Scale Please
indicate you level of agreement with each of
the following statements.
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39. I believe that Jesus Christ died on the cross to take away the sins of the world.

Strongly Disagree

1

2%

Disagree

0

0%

Disagree Somewhat

0

0%

Neither

0

0%

Agree Somewhat

0

0%

Agree

5

9%

Strong Agree

51

89%

Total

57

100%

40. I am convinced of God’s unconditional, immeasurable love for me as His beloved child and my heart is
overwhelmed by this

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Disagree

0

0%

Disagree Somewhat

0

0%

Neither

1

2%

Agree Somewhat

3

5%

Agree

9

16%

Strongly Agree

44

77%

Total

57

100%

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Disagree

0

0%

Disagree Somewhat

0

0%

Neither

2

4%

Agree Somewhat

3

5%

Agree

6

11%

Strongly Agree

45

80%

Total

56

100%

41. I have the full assurance that Jesus Christ lives now in me
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42. I am open and receptive with fellow Christians. That is, I am frequently helped through receiving their
sharing with me about things that are not right in my life

Strongly Disagree

1

2%

Disagree

3

5%

Disagree Somewhat

0

0%

Neither

6

11%

Agree Somewhat

14

25%

Agree

12

21%

Strongly Agree

21

37%

Total

57

100%

Strongly Disagree

1

2%

Disagree

2

4%

Disagree Somewhat

0

0%

Neither

1

2%

Agree Somewhat

18

32%

Agree

15

26%

Strongly Agree

20

35%

Total

57

100%

Strongly Disagree

16

28%

Disagree

18

32%

Disagree Somewhat

7

12%

Neither

6

11%

Agree Somewhat

7

12%

Agree

1

2%

43. I love to pray

44. I find reading the Bible to be laborious and boring

Strongly Agree

2

4%

Total

57

100%
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45. Whenever the peace in my heart is disturbed because there is a problem between me and another
Christian, I do whatever I can to restore the unity between us.

Strongly Disagree

1

2%

Disagree

3

5%

Disagree Somewhat

3

5%

Neither

7

12%

Agree Somewhat

11

19%

Agree

18

32%

Strongly Agree

14

25%

Total

57

100%

46. I am convinced in the depths of my being that I need Christ—that apart from Him I am utterly corrupted and
powerless to live a life pleasing to God

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Disagree

0

0%

Disagree Somewhat

0

0%

Neither

1

2%

Agree Somewhat

4

7%

Agree

8

14%

Strongly Agree

44

77%

Total

57

100%

47. When things (big or little) do not go my way or when I fail or am wronged, I use the opportunity to open up
to the Lord.

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Disagree

1

2%

Disagree Somewhat

2

4%

Neither

2

4%

Agree Somewhat

17

30%

Agree

15

27%

Strongly Agree

19

34%

Total

56

100%
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48. My guilt is gone after I confess my sins to the Lord

Strongly Disagree

1

2%

Disagree

4

7%

Disagree Somewhat

3

5%

Neither

3

5%

Agree Somewhat

17

30%

Agree

16

28%

Strongly Agree

13

23%

Total

57

100%

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Disagree

3

5%

Disagree Somewhat

3

5%

Neither

0

0%

Agree Somewhat

18

32%

Agree

14

25%

Strongly Agree

19

33%

Total

57

100%

Strongly Disagree

2

4%

Disagree

4

7%

Disagree Somewhat

3

5%

Neither

3

5%

Agree Somewhat

13

23%

Agree

14

25%

Strongly Agree

18

32%

Total

57

100%

49. In everything (good and bad) I give thanks to the Lord

50. I intentionally seek time with other Christians to worship, pray, or fellowship.
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51. I spend significant quality time alone with God (drawing near to Him and receiving from Him).

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Disagree

6

11%

Disagree Somewhat

6

11%

Neither

4

7%

Agree Somewhat

20

35%

Agree

10

18%

Strongly Agree

11

19%

Total

57

100%

Strongly Disagree

3

5%

Disagree

3

5%

Disagree Somewhat

5

9%

Neither

7

12%

Agree Somewhat

13

23%

Agree

14

25%

Strongly Agree

12

21%

Total

57

100%

52. Because of Christ, my life each day is free of anxiety and actually full of rest, hope, and peace.

53. God gives me definite impressions regarding my life: my relationships, my decisions, and my heart.

Strongly Disagree

1

2%

Disagree

5

9%

Disagree Somewhat

2

4%

Neither

2

4%

Agree Somewhat

7

12%

Agree

18

32%

Strongly Agree

22

39%

Total

57

100%

164

54. I give sincere thanks and appreciation to God for who He is.

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Disagree

1

2%

Disagree Somewhat

0

0%

Neither

2

4%

Agree Somewhat

5

9%

Agree

13

23%

Strongly Agree

36

63%

Total

57

100%

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Disagree

0

0%

Disagree Somewhat

2

4%

Neither

2

4%

Agree Somewhat

6

11%

Agree

12

21%

Strongly Agree

35

61%

Total

57

100%

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Disagree

1

2%

Disagree Somewhat

1

2%

Neither

2

4%

Agree Somewhat

6

11%

Agree

11

19%

Strongly Agree

36

63%

Total

57

100%

55. I seek to know and follow God’s will.

56. I have a growing desire to know God in a deep and more intimate way.
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57. The reality in my daily living is that my thoughts and decisions are primarily for myself and not for the Lord
Jesus Christ.

Strongly Disagree

4

7%

Disagree

8

14%

Disagree Somewhat

7

12%

Neither

5

9%

Agree Somewhat

12

21%

Agree

14

25%

Strongly Agree

7

12%

Total

57

100%

58. I stop and change my ways when I become aware of any unrighteousness (e.g. sinful actions, unholy
thoughts, impure attitudes, and selfish desires, etc.).

Strongly Disagree

1

2%

Disagree

1

2%

Disagree Somewhat

5

9%

Neither

4

7%

Agree Somewhat

10

18%

Agree

25

44%

Strongly Agree

11

19%

Total

57

100%

59. When I read the Bible and pray, I experience God ministering to me (e.g. nourishing me, correcting me,
strengthening me, and aligning my heart and mind with His).

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Disagree

3

5%

Disagree Somewhat

3

5%

Neither

6

11%

Agree Somewhat

8

14%

Agree

16

28%

Strongly Agree

21

37%

Total

57

100%
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60. When I find myself trying to manipulate, push, or control a situation, I restrain myself and trust the Lord for
the outcome.

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Disagree

6

11%

Disagree Somewhat

3

5%

Neither

4

7%

Agree Somewhat

20

35%

Agree

14

25%

Strongly Agree

10

18%

Total

57

100%

61. I am aware of and experience Christ being manifested through my life. In other words, I could identify
specific attitudes, thoughts, and actions this past week when I believe Christ was living out through me.

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Disagree

3

5%

Disagree Somewhat

3

5%

Neither

3

5%

Agree Somewhat

14

25%

Agree

9

16%

Strongly Agree

25

44%

Total

57

100%

62. I will risk losing friends when I see that a loving word needs to be spoken to help them be more right with
the Lord.

Strongly Disagree

1

2%

Disagree

4

7%

Disagree Somewhat

6

11%

Neither

4

7%

Agree Somewhat

12

21%

Agree

17

30%

Strongly Agree

13

23%

Total

57

100%
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63. At every opportunity throughout the day, I pray and turn my heart to the Lord to appreciate Him and talk
with Him about things in my life and in others’ lives. (As St. Paul says, “Pray continually”.).

Strongly Disagree

1

2%

Disagree

7

12%

Disagree Somewhat

6

11%

Neither

4

7%

Agree Somewhat

18

32%

Agree

9

16%

Strongly Agree

12

21%

Total

57

100%

Strongly Disagree

2

4%

Disagree

7

12%

Disagree Somewhat

8

14%

Neither

3

5%

Agree Somewhat

15

26%

Agree

12

21%

Strongly Agree

10

18%

Total

57

100%

64. I submit to the Lord, deny myself, and obey Him in everything.

65. I have turned over my whole life to the Lord Jesus Christ—completely submitting my desires, plans,
relationships, and future to Him.

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Disagree

3

5%

Disagree Somewhat

2

4%

Neither

6

11%

Agree Somewhat

11

19%

Agree

16

28%

Strongly Agree

19

33%

Total

57

100%
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66. Active resistance to the temptations of the Devil is not an important part of my Christian life.

Strongly Disagree

31

54%

Disagree

11

19%

Disagree Somewhat

5

9%

Neither

2

4%

Agree Somewhat

4

7%

Agree

2

4%

Strongly Agree

2

4%

Total

57

100%

Strongly Disagree

25

45%

Disagree

7

12%

Disagree Somewhat

9

16%

Neither

6

11%

Agree Somewhat

5

9%

Agree

2

4%

Strongly Agree

2

4%

Total

56

100%

Strongly Disagree

2

4%

Disagree

6

11%

Disagree Somewhat

5

9%

Neither

7

12%

Agree Somewhat

13

23%

Agree

16

28%

67. Suffering for Christ or bearing the cross is not an important part of my life as a Christian.

68. Everything I do involves worship and service to God.

Strongly Agree

8

14%

Total

57

100%

